Dual work roles : the joint effect of hybrid entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus and wage work to entrepreneurial work enrichment on entrepreneurial performance by ASANTE, Eric Adom
Lingnan University 
Digital Commons @ Lingnan University 
All Open Access Theses and Dissertations Theses and Dissertations 
7-24-2018 
Dual work roles : the joint effect of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
regulatory focus and wage work to entrepreneurial work 
enrichment on entrepreneurial performance 
Eric Adom ASANTE 
Follow this and additional works at: https://commons.ln.edu.hk/otd 
 Part of the Management Sciences and Quantitative Methods Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Asante, E. A. (2018). Dual work roles : the joint effect of hybrid entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus and wage 
work to entrepreneurial work enrichment on entrepreneurial performance (Master's thesis, Lingnan 
University, Hong Kong). Retrieved from https://commons.ln.edu.hk/otd/34 
This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Theses and Dissertations at Digital Commons @ 
Lingnan University. It has been accepted for inclusion in All Open Access Theses and Dissertations by an 
authorized administrator of Digital Commons @ Lingnan University. 
Terms of Use
The copyright of this thesis is owned by its 
author. Any reproduction, adaptation, 
distribution or dissemination of this thesis 
without express authorization is strictly 
prohibited.  
All rights reserved. 
 
 
?????????????????????????????? ???????????
???????????????????? ??? ?????????????????????
? ????????????????????????? ????? ???????????????????????? ??????????????? ???
?????????????????????????????
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
???????????? ????
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
??????
?
?
?
?
?
?
???????????????????
?
?
?
?
?
?????
?
 
 
?
?
?
?
?
?
????? ???????????????????????????? ?? ??????
???????????????????????????????? ??? ???? ???????
???????????????? ??????????????? ??????????????????
????????????
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
???
?
???????????? ????
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?
?????????
?????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????
?
?
?
?
?
???????????????????
?
?
?
?
?
?????
 
 
ABSTRACT
Dual Work Roles: The Joint Effect of Hybrid Entrepreneurs’ Regulatory Focus 
and Wage Work to Entrepreneurial Work Enrichment on Entrepreneurial 
Performance
by
ASANTE Eric Adom
Master of Philosophy
Hybrid entrepreneurial is phenomenal but remains under-studied in the management 
literature. This paper investigated the joint influence of hybrid entrepreneurs’ trait regulatory 
focus and wage work to entrepreneurial work enrichment (WE enrichment) on their 
entrepreneurial engagement and the subsequent proficient, adaptive, and proactive 
performance in entrepreneurial work. I first interviewed 16 hybrid entrepreneurs to obtain 
the understanding of their reasons for being in hybrid entrepreneurship, their regulatory focus 
tendencies, and the resources they transfer from wage work to entrepreneurial work. To 
validate the measurement scales of promotion and prevention focus, I conducted a pilot study 
among 66 hybrid entrepreneurs. Then, I conducted a multi-source questionnaire survey 
among 329 hybrid entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial partners in Ghana. The final 
sample included 272 completed and matched responses. I used structural equation modeling 
of Mplus 7.4 to test the hypothesized model. 
Results of the questionnaire survey provided strong support to my hypothesized model. 
Promotion focus and prevention focus had positive and negative relationships with these 
three types of entrepreneurial performance, respectively. I also found that the opposite 
relationships of promotion focus and prevention focus with these three types of 
entrepreneurial performance were mediated by entrepreneurial engagement. Furthermore, 
hybrid entrepreneurs work across the wage-work and entrepreneurial roles, and I found that 
WE enrichment played a moderating role. Specifically, WE enrichment strengthened the 
positive relationship between promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement as well as the 
positive indirect relationships between promotion focus and the three types of entrepreneurial 
performance through entrepreneurial engagement. In contrast, WE enrichment weakened the 
negative relationship between prevention focus and entrepreneurial engagement as well as 
the negative indirect relationships between prevention focus and the three types of 
entrepreneurial performance through entrepreneurial engagement. This research sheds light 
on how personality traits and dual-work context affect hybrid entrepreneurs’ entrepreneurial 
processes and performance outcomes. Thus, I provide theoretical implications for the 
literature of hybrid entrepreneurial and dual work roles. Further, this research offers 
important practical implications for hybrid entrepreneurs and their entrepreneurial partners, 
as well as investors.
????????? Hybrid entrepreneurship, regulatory focus, entrepreneurial engagement, cross-
role enrichment.
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??????????? ????????????
Schumpeter (1934) defined entrepreneurs as individuals who carry out a new 
combination of means of production. Shane and Venkataraman (2000) also define an 
entrepreneur as someone who creates future goods and services by discovering, 
evaluating and exploiting opportunities. These definitions inherently show how 
important an entrepreneur is to an economy. They create goods and services by 
discovering and combining different means of production. 
Because of its importance, many studies have dealt with the contributions 
entrepreneurship make to a nation’s economic growth (Bryant & Dunford, 2008; 
Carland, Hoy, & Boulton, 1984; Li & Matlay, 2006). For instance, Li and Matlay (2006) 
assert that the creation of small and medium enterprises was the major driving force 
of the Chinese economic miracle. Additionally, Dejardin (2000) claims that the higher 
the number of entrepreneurs in an economy, the faster the growth of the economy. This 
may happen through innovation and industrial evolution (Acs & Audretsch, 2003; Van 
Stel, Carree, & Thurik, 2005). Others have also talked about entrepreneurship as a 
huge source of employment in an economy (Acs, Desai, & Hessels, 2008).
The importance of entrepreneurship has made governments all over the world to 
invest heavily in promoting entrepreneurship either financially or through the creation 
of enabling environment. According to Naudé (2010) and Chang (2011), governments 
can provide support and enabling environment through good governance and rule of 
law. Additional source of government support is through services such as social 
welfare and medical services (Chung 1992). The quality of social and medical services 
is able to attract foreign investors, which boosts a nation’s entrepreneurial capacity. In 
some jurisdictions, governments participate directly in entrepreneurship. While some 
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government intervenes directly by offering financial facilities, others intervene by 
providing training and introducing new technology. In a study by Tambunan (2008) 
among six sources of entrepreneurial promotion activities, he identified that 
government agencies topped in providing new technologies, training and credit 
facilities in Indonesia. Likewise, in Hong Kong, the government assist local 
entrepreneurs in identifying and matching them with potential foreign investors as 
well as assisting foreign investors in dealing with state departments on setting up 
business (Mok, 2005).
Even though governments and state agencies do their best to encourage citizens 
to engage in entrepreneurship, the associated risks and uncertainties are still high and 
prevent many people from taking up the challenge (Shane, 2003). According to 
Timmons (1990), new business failure is as high as 40% in the first year and even up 
to 90% over 10 years of business startup. Scholars have professed different reasons 
why this may be the case. One of such reason is that new firms may not have developed 
internal performance mechanism (Dimov & DeClercq, 2006). In addition, new 
ventures fail because they lack legitimacy with employees, buyers, suppliers and 
potential investors. That is because the business is new there is reluctance on the part 
of important stakeholders in dealing with it (Stuart, Hoang, & Hybels, 1999). These 
challenges have been termed as “liability of newness” (Stinchcombe, 1965). It has 
been suggested that one way of new firms or entrepreneurs overcoming these 
challenges is through the formation of cooperative relationships with existing 
entrepreneurs (Dimov & DeClercq, 2006). These relationships can allow new firms 
access to important raw materials (Baum & Oliver, 1991) as well as help to reduce the 
legitimacy deficit (Stuart et al., 1999).
To avoid the loss of job when the entrepreneurship firm fails and to overcome 
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some of the challenges associated with entrepreneurship, some entrepreneurs avoid 
the luxury of going into entrepreneurship fulltime at the initial stage. What happens is 
that some business starters combine wage work with venture formation. This type of 
entrepreneurship has been termed hybrid entrepreneurship by Folta, Delmar, and 
Wennberg (2010). Hybrid entrepreneurs are individuals who are employees and at the 
same time owners of business ventures. That is earning from a paid employment or a 
wage work while starting or owning a business. Some people may go into hybrid 
entrepreneurship because they want additional income to supplement their wage work 
income or because they want to use it as a means to fulltime entrepreneurship in the 
future. Furthermore, some people engage in hybrid entrepreneurship because it 
provides additional nonmonetary and psychological benefits (Folta et al., 2010). A 
longitudinal study of 11,361 men and women conducted by Burke, FitzRoy, and Nolan 
(2008) found that hybrid entrepreneurs outnumbered fulltime entrepreneurs. Even 
though research has disproportionately focused less on hybrid entrepreneurs, 
(Thorgren, Nordstrom and Wincent, 2014) acknowledge that this is very common in 
practice. Thus, researchers have called for more studies scrutinizing this issue (Folta 
et al., 2010; Thorgren, Nordstrom & Wincent, 2014).
Regardless of how common this phenomenon is, it has not received much specific 
research attention (Folta et al., 2010). Research on entrepreneurship has substantially 
been biased towards fulltime entrepreneurs. One reason for this neglect may be that it 
is difficult to identify specifically those who are into hybrid entrepreneurship. This has 
made entrepreneurship research generally and policy research specifically to lump 
fulltime and hybrid entrepreneurs into one category (Schulz, Urbig, & Procher, 2016). 
Another reason may be that policymakers see it as inappropriate and therefore try to 
discourage the practice of hybrid entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). Nevertheless, 
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in reality, the number of hybrid entrepreneurs outnumber pure entrepreneurs, those 
who work as fulltime entrepreneurs (Burke et al., 2008; Folta et al., 2010). Therefore, 
it is problematic for one to assume sameness for both types of entrepreneurs as this 
can lead to misguided policies (Schulz et al., 2016).
Recent research on hybrid entrepreneurship has revealed that it is better to 
distinguish or separate hybrid entrepreneurship from pure entrepreneurship when 
conducting research or making policy decisions. For instance, research has found that 
regardless of a country’s economic situation, many people start businesses at the time 
they are employees (Minniti, 2010). It has also been found that 58% of high-tech start-
ups in Sweden were hybrid entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010). Hence, treating hybrid 
entrepreneurs as if they are pure entrepreneurs may lead to poor understanding of firm 
creation. In addition, research has found hybrid entrepreneurs to be highly educated 
than pure entrepreneurs, and the chances of hybrid entrepreneurs’ business succeeding 
are high (Folta et al., 2010; Schulz et al., 2016). Furthermore, hybrid entrepreneurial 
businesses survive longer than fulltime entrepreneurial businesses (Raffiee & Feng, 
2014). This evidence shows that treating hybrid and fulltime entrepreneurs alike can 
lead to misguided policy-making, which can hamper proper development of related 
entrepreneurship policy instruments. 
Previous research on hybrid entrepreneurship has looked at several aspects of the 
phenomenon. Examples include the reasons for engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship 
(Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee &Feng, 2014; Thorgren et al., 2014), when people are more 
likely to become hybrid entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren, Sirén, Nordström, 
& Wincent, 2016), and the advantages of engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship 
including acquisition of experience (Raffiee & Feng, 2014), ability to react to entry 
regulations (Schulz, Procher, & Urbig, 2015) as well as increasing the research ability 
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and output of academic hybrid entrepreneurs (Fini, Perkmann, & Ross, 2017). 
Although these have been studied, there still exist some notable gaps in the hybrid 
entrepreneurship literature. First, although hybrid entrepreneurs engage in two roles, 
how one role affects the other has not been examined. Specifically, hybrid 
entrepreneurs engage in wage work and entrepreneurial work, but there is a dearth of 
studies examining either the effect of wage work or entrepreneurial work on the other. 
Second, performance is important for the success of every firm, and considering that 
hybrid entrepreneurs must perform in two work roles, it is essential for research to 
examine how hybrid entrepreneurs strive to perform in their entrepreneurial work. 
Again, whiles entrepreneurial performance has been studied (Hmieleski, & Baron, 
2008; Zhao, Seibert, & Lumpkin, 2010), participants have always been fulltime 
entrepreneurs. 
Third, while dispositional variables have been studied in connection with 
performance, most of these studies have relied on the big five personality variables 
(Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Judge, & Ilies, 2002; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 
1998). This creates the problem of not capturing those whose personality fall outside 
the Five Factor Model (FFM). Moreover, studies that have used other forms of 
personality variables such as proactive personality (Thompson, 2005), regulatory 
focus (Hmieleski, & Baron, 2008) and locus of control (Speckbacher, & Haas, 2014) 
have all been done in a single role context. Hence, this study extends previous studies 
by focusing on individuals who work in dual role context. In doing this, I rely on the 
theory of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998). Regulatory focus is different from the 
other personality variables because it is a motivation-based characteristic, which 
reflect the type of strategic action an individual can use. In other words, it does not 
only reflect beliefs or self-evaluation but rather actions towards goal attainment. This 
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makes it an ideal personality variable to examine entrepreneurial performance in dual 
role context where the individual must strive to achieve on both the wage and 
entrepreneurial works.
In the present research, I investigate hybrid entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus (i.e., 
promotion versus prevention focus) (Brockner, Higgins, & Low, 2004; Higgins, 1998) 
as an antecedent of hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance in entrepreneurial work. 
Because hybrid entrepreneurs work in two different environments, they must monitor 
and regulate their behavior and thought processes to be in alignment with the work 
role they are doing. Therefore, regulatory focus as a self-regulation mechanism 
provides an interesting framework for examining how hybrid entrepreneurs regulate 
themselves to fulfil entrepreneurial role behaviors. Drawing on regulatory focus theory, 
I postulate that hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus will be positively related to 
performance in entrepreneurial work while their prevention focus will be negatively 
related to performance in their entrepreneurial work. I further posit that these opposite 
effects are accounted for by entrepreneurial engagement. In addition, in light of the 
logic from the work-family interplay literature (Carlson, Kacmar, Wayne, & Grzywacz, 
2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and the regulatory fit theory (Higgins, 2000), I 
reason that these indirect relationships are moderated by wage work to entrepreneurial 
work enrichment (WE enrichment). In essence, I conceptualize hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
performance in entrepreneurial work as analogous to their engagement in either 
promotion or prevention focus activity (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998). That is, 
how hybrid entrepreneurs engage in their venture may be likened to their engagement 
in a regulatory activity. 
??????????????
The present study makes several contributions. First, this study examines the 
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condition under which a hybrid entrepreneur would more or less engage in the 
entrepreneurial work. Previous studies have examined factors that make people want 
to become hybrid entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014) as well as 
what happens to hybrid entrepreneurs when they eventually become fulltime 
entrepreneurs (Raffiee & Feng, 2014) but no study has thus far examined the factors 
that affect their level of entrepreneurial engagement. Specifically, previous research 
has noted the factors that influence people to start ventures alongside their wage work 
(Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014) as well as how long they survive when they 
eventually become fulltime entrepreneurs (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Although such 
studies have contributed to our understanding of hybrid entrepreneurship, they do not 
illuminate the determinants of entrepreneurial engagement. Considering that hybrid 
entrepreneurs must engage in two work roles, knowing that factors may determine 
their entrepreneurial engagement is very important.
Secondly, this study examines the effectiveness of hybrid entrepreneurs in 
performing three types of entrepreneurial work roles (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007). 
Previous research on hybrid entrepreneurship has not looked at how effective hybrid 
entrepreneurs are in performing their entrepreneurial work despite their wage work 
function. Raffiee and Feng, (2014) found in their study that hybrid entrepreneurs who 
eventually transition to fulltime entrepreneurship have a higher rate of survival 
compared to individuals who enter fulltime entrepreneurship from wage work. They 
argue that this is due to learning that has taken place as a result of the time spent in 
hybrid entrepreneurship. This is consistent with the concept of self-efficacy. 
According to Bandura (1982), Boyd and Vozikis (1994) and Wood and Bandura, (1989) 
the most effective source for people to acquire a strong sense of self-efficacy is through 
mastery experiences. Repeated experiences in terms of performance accomplishments 
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provide confirmation of an individual’s effectiveness, which provides an estimation 
of how he or she will perform in the future (Boyd & Vozikis, 1994). For hybrid 
entrepreneurs to survive in the future, it means they have learned to overcome 
obstacles and challenges through persistent effort whiles they are still hybrid (Wood 
& Bandura, 1989). Hence, studying their current performance in entrepreneurial work 
is crucial as it may give an indication of their future performance. 
Third, this study takes a cross-role perspective and sheds light on the role of wage 
work to entrepreneurial work enrichment (WE enrichment) in the hybrid 
entrepreneurial process. From the perspective of work-family interplay literature 
(Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) and the regulatory fit theory 
(Higgins, 2000), this study contributes to the literature by examining the impact of 
transferable skills from the wage work on entrepreneurial work. That is, the study 
examines the extent to which WE enrichment provides regulatory fit or misfit for the 
hybrid entrepreneurial process. By this, the study proposes that working in two 
seemingly conflicting roles may also have enriching aspects for the entrepreneurial 
role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Thus, the study proposes that enrichment from the 
wage work provides the necessary regulatory fit for hybrid entrepreneurs to succeed. 
Fourth, the study examines how the two regulatory foci differently affect 
performance in entrepreneurial work. Research on regulatory focus has established 
that people will behave differently depending on their regulatory foci (Brockner et al., 
2004; Higgins, 1998). Regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1998) has differentiated 
between promotion and prevention focus behaviors. When promotion focused, 
individuals seek advancement and growth needs, and when prevention focused, 
individuals seek safety and security needs (Brockner et al., 2004). Consistent with this 
proposition, this study argues that hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus will 
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positively relate to performance in entrepreneurial work whiles prevention focus will 
negatively relate to performance in entrepreneurial work. By so doing, this study 
extends the hybrid entrepreneurship literature by theoretically proposing and 
empirically testing that individuals’ characteristics influence their effectiveness of 
performance in entrepreneurial work.
In addition, hybrid entrepreneurship provides an important contributing context. 
First, in this context, hybrid entrepreneurs work in two different roles varying in the 
degree of risks (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). On the one hand, they work 
in the entrepreneurial work, which is highly risky, and if they succeed, entails a high 
degree of sense of achievement (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). On the other hand, they work 
in the wage work as employees, which has generally lower risks and provides them 
with a sense of security. Hybrids must monitor and regulate their efforts across the two 
roles (Brockner et al., 2004). Regulatory focus as a self-regulation trait provides an 
interesting framework for examining the self-regulatory process of hybrid 
entrepreneurs. This personality trait fits particularly the hybrid context, with 
promotion focus sensitive to risks and achievement and prevention focus sensitive to 
security and protection. Regulatory focus adds to the list of FFM and other personality 
variables such as proactive personality (Thompson, 2005), risk-taking propensity 
(Josef, Richter, Samanez-Larkin, Wagner, Hertwig, & Mata, 2016) and locus of control 
(Speckbacher, & Haas, 2014) studied in the entrepreneurial literature by examining 
the influence of regulatory focus trait in a dual-role context.
Second, although the dual-role context of hybrid entrepreneurship may affect the 
performance hybrid entrepreneurs in entrepreneurial work, yet performance is under-
studied in the hybrid entrepreneurial literature. Moreover, previous research on 
entrepreneur’ performance has consistently focused on fulltime entrepreneurs 
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(Hmieleski, & Baron, 2008; Theriou, & Chatzoudes, 2015; Zhao et al., 2010). In 
extending previous research, the current study examines the performance of hybrid 
entrepreneurs, individuals who work in a dual-role context. In doing this, the study 
examines entrepreneurial engagement as a self-regulatory process linking regulatory 
foci to entrepreneurial performance. It argues that engagement is influenced by 
regulatory foci (Lanaj et al., 2012), which subsequently influences performance in 
entrepreneurial work. Thus, entrepreneurial engagement act as a regulatory process 
that transmit the effect of regulatory focus to performance in entrepreneurial work. 
Considering that, hybrid entrepreneurs work in a dual-role, knowing that factors may 
determine their entrepreneurial engagement and subsequent performance is very 
important.
Third, the study uses the dual-role context to examine how one role affect the 
other. From the perspective of work-family interplay literature (Carlson et al., 2006; 
Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), this study contributes to the literature by examining the 
impact of transferable skills from the wage work on entrepreneurial work. By this, the 
study proposes that working in two seemingly conflicting roles may also have 
enriching aspects for the entrepreneurial role (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). Moreover, 
research in dual-role enrichment has mostly focused on work-family contest (Graves, 
Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Witt & Carlson, 2006), hence, the current study extends 
this area of research by focusing on hybrid entrepreneurs in the wage work-
entrepreneurship context. In addition, from the perspective of the regulatory fit theory 
(Higgins, 2000), the study examines the fit-misfit situation that WE enrichment 
provides. Regulatory fit occurs when a situation amplifies the effect of either the 
promotion or prevention focus. Thus, the study proposes that enrichment from the 
wage work provides regulatory fit or misfit for hybrid entrepreneurs depending on 
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their regulatory focus. By this, the study examines the extent to which WE enrichment 
amplifies the effect of either promotion focus or prevention focus in the 
entrepreneurial process.
The findings of this study have implications for hybrid entrepreneurs’ partners 
and investors for understanding the importance of hybrid entrepreneurial regulatory 
foci in affecting entrepreneurial performance, as well as processes and the boundary 
conditions involved in these effects. For instance, a partner knowing the regulatory 
foci of the hybrid entrepreneur may have to pay more attention when the hybrid 
entrepreneur has a prevention focus.
??????????????????
????????????????????????????????
Entrepreneurship has been defined as the process of designing, launching and 
running a firm (Yetisen et al., 2015). The firm usually starts as a small business 
offering products and services for hire and sale. Others have described 
entrepreneurship as the ability to develop, organize and manage a firm inclusive of all 
of its risks with the view of making a profit (Katila, Chen, & Piezunka, 2012). The 
person who creates the firm is known as the entrepreneur (SShane & Venkataraman, 
2000). Whereas the first definition did not emphasize profit making as a product of 
entrepreneurship, the second definition did. This shows that there could be different 
reasons for which entrepreneurs start businesses. It may be for the purposes of wealth 
creation for some entrepreneurs whiles for others it may be for the purposes of helping 
society and others with their abilities. 
Indeed, scholars have categorized entrepreneurship into many types depending 
on the motivation behind the entrepreneurial activities. For instance, according to 
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Aulet and Murray, (2013), there are two types of entrepreneurship, which are 
Innovation-Driven Entrepreneurship (IDEs) and Small and Medium Enterprise 
(SMEs). IDEs are the types of entrepreneurs who pursue international opportunities 
based on bringing to clients new innovations that have a clear competitive advantage 
and high growth potential, whereas SME entrepreneurs are those who serve local 
markets with traditional, well-understood business ideas and limited competitive 
advantage. Again, according to Dees (1998), entrepreneurs can be classified into two, 
business and social entrepreneurs. For the business entrepreneurs, wealth creation is a 
way of measuring value creation while for social entrepreneurs, wealth is just a means 
to an end. Additionally, citing the work and definition of Schumpeter (1934), Carland 
et al. (1984) distinguished between entrepreneurs and small-scale business owners. 
Creativity and innovation, as well as expansion, are some of the key factors that 
differentiate entrepreneurs from small-scale business owners. 
The likelihood of one choosing a particular form of entrepreneurship over another 
has been a topic of study in the literature in recent years. For example, Fauchart and 
Gruber (2011) found that the specific identity of founders influenced the type of 
entrepreneurship firm they found. Basing their study on the social identity theory 
(Tajfel, 1972; Gioia, 1998), they found three types of identities, which influence 
different forms of firm formation. Consistent with their theorization, the study found 
that individuals with darwinian identity primarily focus on creating strong and 
profitable firms. Those with communitarian identity were not much concerned about 
profit making, but rather their ability to contribute to the community with their 
innovative products whiles those with missionary identity believe their firm can be 
agents of change for the society. Another area of influence for entrepreneurship type 
is the ability to take risks. For instance, Raffiee and Feng (2014) argue that the risk 
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preference of an individual influences whether the individual will choose fulltime 
entrepreneurship or part-time entrepreneurship.
Because entrepreneurship revolves around value creation as well as launching 
and running of a firm, most modern definition of the term have included the concept 
of opportunity recognition. This explains how and why some individuals recognize 
opportunities, see them as viable and take the decision to exploit them. For example, 
Shane and Venkataraman (2000) defined the entrepreneur as someone who creates 
future goods and services by discovering, evaluating and exploiting opportunities. 
They have also distinguished between opportunity recognition and exploitation. Shane 
and Venkataraman (2000) argue that to discover entrepreneurial opportunities, one 
must have prior knowledge and the necessary cognitive processes. They contend that 
these two factors explain why some individuals may identify particular opportunities. 
While opportunity recognition is an important condition for entrepreneurship, it is not 
a sufficient condition. This explains why not all identified opportunities are exploited 
(Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). For opportunities to be exploited, the nature of the 
opportunity and the nature of the individual are important (Venkataraman, 1997). That 
is the characteristics of the identified opportunities themselves can influence the 
willingness of an individual to exploit them. This is largely based on the expected 
value of the identified opportunity. One has to be sure that the expected value of the 
entrepreneurial opportunity will be able to compensate for the opportunity cost 
incurred (Dunne, Roberts, & Samuelson, 1988; Schmookler, 1966). 
In addition, the characteristics of the individual entrepreneur in question also 
count. This explains why two entrepreneurs will not exploit the same opportunities. 
Several reasons may account for these differences. For instance, if the opportunity cost 
of pursuing this opportunity is greater than the anticipated benefits to be achieved it is 
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likely such opportunities will not be exploited (Reynolds, 1987). Again, the 
individual’s ability to obtain the necessary resources to exploit the opportunity is 
important. For example, Evans & Leighton (1989) showed that the likelihood of 
people exploiting an opportunity is greater when there is higher financial capital. One 
critical question concerns how entrepreneurial opportunities are exploited. According 
to Shane and Venkataraman (2000), there are two major means of opportunity 
exploitation. These are either by means of firm formation or by means of selling the 
opportunity to an existing firm.     
Scholars have noticed with great concern that even though people are able to 
identify entrepreneurial opportunities, exploit them and establish businesses, these 
businesses usually do not last long (Dimov & DeClercq, 2006; Shane, 2003). This may 
be due to a number of factors including lack of market demand, lack of funding, an 
economic crisis, bad business decisions or a combination of two or more of these 
factors. In fact, Lussier (1995) argues that firms that started with undercapitalization 
have a greater chance of failure. In addition, Lussier (1995) asserts that poor record 
keeping, lack of industry and prior management experience by entrepreneurs, lack of 
a minimum of a college education, lack of a specific business plan, lack of professional 
advisors as well as poor timing of business launch are all factors that contribute to new 
venture collapse. Looking at the number of possible factors that can contribute to a 
new firm’s collapse, it is not surprising how and why the field of entrepreneurship has 
been termed as risky and uncertain. An individual’s investment can be lost at any time. 
It is agreeable then for Raffiee and Feng (2014) to theorize that individual low in 
confidence will choose a staged entry path to entrepreneurship. Indeed, Cacciotti and 
Hayton (2015) have described entrepreneurship as a plunge into uncertainty. They, 
however, argue that in entrepreneurship the presence of courage does not mean the 
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absence of fear but rather the capacity to take a decision to achieve a worthy goal 
despite the presence of uncertainty (Kilmann, O’Hara, & Strauss, 2010).
Because of how fast new firms fail, scholars have invested considerable time and 
energy investigating what the possible causes could be. In general, research 
investigating the success or failure of entrepreneurship do so from one of two angles, 
situational or environmental factors on one hand and individual or personality variable 
on another hand. In a bid to understand the antecedents, most researchers have either 
typically focused on personality variables or situational ones (Cardon & Kirk, 2015; 
Fayolle & Gailly, 2015; Nicolaou, Shane, Cherkas, &…, 2009). Even though Gartner 
(1985) criticized this approach long ago, insisting that interactionist approach was the 
best way. Whereas personality variables denote individual characteristics including 
demographic and dispositional variables (e.g., Emotions, age, education, work 
experience) that display variations in entrepreneurial behaviors and actions, the 
situational variables constitute conditions or events, which may elicit behavioral 
reactions despite individual differences (e.g., environmental signals, unique resources). 
For instance, Kirzner (1973), Milliken (1990) and Shane (2000) focused on alertness, 
ability and prior knowledge respectively, which are all personality variables. On the 
other hand, Ocasio (1986) and Thomas and McDaniel (1990) focused on 
environmental signals and unique resources respectively, which are all beyond the 
individual. 
??????????????????????
To be successful as an entrepreneur, scholars have identified certain qualities an 
individual has to possess as well as certain environmental conditions, which must pre-
exist. Some of these environmental characteristics include firm capitalization. Lussier 
(1995) emphasize that to have a greater chance of success as an entrepreneur, there 
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must be adequate financial resources. That is there must be enough funds to run the 
business’ operations. The easiest way for an entrepreneur to raise funds for his or her 
business is through personal savings (Dubini, 1989). However, in most cases, the 
entrepreneur who has the business idea may have no funds or capital to start an 
enterprise. As such, he or she may have to turn to other sources of capital. The family 
may then be a good source without many complications. For some, the whole family 
may come together to form a partnership to start the business. This may lead to what 
has been termed family firm. Apart from these sources of capital, loans from a 
financial institution may help as well as capital investment from government sources. 
Another factor contributing to the success or otherwise of entrepreneurship is 
utility service provision. Utility services can also help or impede the success of a new 
firm. This is especially true for developing countries. Access to electricity, water, 
telecommunication and health services are critical (Dubini, 1989). Due to the changing 
nature of how work is undertaken in modern businesses, the importance of electricity 
provision cannot be overemphasized. Modern business requires the use of computers 
and other machinery, which rely heavily on a constant supply of energy. In the same 
way, constant supply of water and telecommunication services are very important. The 
world is now touted as a global village. This is made possible by modern 
telecommunication technologies. When all these services are available, the likelihood 
of an entrepreneurial firm succeeding is very high. These services are essential and 
can help entrepreneurs succeed even though these are factors beyond the entrepreneurs. 
Another source of environmental help entrepreneurs benefit from is public 
infrastructure. The availability of hard infrastructures such as availability of physical 
space and equipment is a necessity (Dubini, 1989). The availability of good roads, 
railways, ports and airports, telecommunications equipment, educational facilities and 
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office buildings are necessary for entrepreneurial success. Depending on the type of 
firm, plants and equipment may be important. Infrastructure development is costly and 
always places huge burdens on governments (Saghir, 2017). However, some 
governments have found a way of solving the financial difficulties by using Public 
Private Partnership (PPP). The PPP is when government partners with private 
organizations or companies to build, maintain and improve infrastructure. Ideally, 
building infrastructure should have been the sole duty of governments, however, 
because of the challenge involved in securing investment it has become necessary for 
the PPP. Investors are not always willing to invest in such projects as roads when they 
know it will be difficult making a profit from it. Even those that may yield profit have 
long gestation periods making it unattractive to investors. Another source government 
in developing countries obtain investment for infrastructural development is through 
their development partners. This is where developed nations help their developing 
partners with grants and loans at low-interest rates to aid their development. 
???????????????????? ? ?
Apart from these environmental factors, there are personality or individual 
variables that scholars have emphasized as important for the success of an entrepreneur. 
While some previous scholars have emphasized the importance of the environment in 
entrepreneurship (Aldrich, 2000; Christiansen, 1997), others argue that regardless of 
how favorable the environmental conditions are it is the individual’s willingness to 
become an entrepreneur that does the magic (Shane, Locke, & Collins, 2003). That is 
even though the environment may provide all the necessary ingredients for 
entrepreneurship, if the individual prefers wage employment to self-employment, no 
entrepreneurship will happen. Researchers who do not believe in the trait theory of 
entrepreneurial behaviors (Shaver & Scott, 1992) have argued that scholars attempting 
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to find specific entrepreneurial traits have failed. However, Shane, Locke, and Collins 
(2003) have argued that focusing on only situational factors ignores human agency 
since entrepreneurship depends on decisions people make. Consequently, what makes 
a person thinks he or she can be an entrepreneur has been heavily studied. Thus, the 
motivation for venturing into entrepreneurship has received much attention. In essence, 
scholars of this tradition (Collins, Locke, & Hanges, 2000; Shane et al., 2003) argue 
that individual differences with regards to motivation also have a role to play in the 
entrepreneurial process. People differ in how they perceive risky situations or how 
they perceive entrepreneurial opportunities. What one will think as risky another will 
think it is not. Hence, these differences may influence how an individual perceive the 
entrepreneurial process. In this study, I review few of these personality variables.
Risk-taking originally conceptualized by McClelland (1961) in his study of 
entrepreneurs has received huge attention. Risk-taking has been found to be very 
important in entrepreneurship. This is as a result of the fact that entrepreneurship 
comes with many challenges and risks. Moreover, entrepreneurs are conceptualized as 
bearers of risks and uncertainties (Ray, 1994). Consequently, if one is highly afraid to 
take risks, it will be difficult if not impossible for him or her to become an entrepreneur. 
Cromie (2000) and Teoh and Foo (1997) have stressed that all entrepreneurs take risks 
in their ventures. This underscores the importance of risk-taking in entrepreneurship. 
Even though risk-taking is important, scholars have consistently debated about 
whether it can categorically distinguish entrepreneurs from non-entrepreneurs (Ray, 
1994). Thus, even though some researchers argue that risk-taking is a prerequisite for 
entrepreneurship (Hisrich & Peters, 1992; Knight, 1921), others argue that risk-taking 
cannot distinguish between entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs like managers 
(Lafuente & Salas, 1989). Low and MacMillan (1988), also say that risk-taking is 
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contextual and relative and as such not a function of a behavioral attribute. 
Notwithstanding the debate mentioned above, some researchers have found risk-
taking to be related to firm and individual performance. For instance, Wang and 
Poutziouris (2010) found risk-taking to relate positively to family firm performance. 
It has also been associated with the competitive advantage of firms (Cornwall and 
Perlman, 1990). Therefore, it logical for one to assume that being a risk taker will have 
a positive impact on the entrepreneurial process even if it is not a distinguishable factor 
the entrepreneurial process. The level of risk an entrepreneur is willing to take has also 
been studied. Indeed, in his original study of entrepreneurs McClelland (1961) opined 
that entrepreneurs would prefer moderate risk levels. This is consistent with 
Atkinson’s (1957) argument that people with high achievement needs would prefer 
activities of moderate risk since such risks provide a challenge that appears attainable. 
Shane et al. (2003) argue that individuals with low achievement motivation will either 
choose low-risk activities which comes with a high likelihood of success or difficult 
and high-risk activities because they may have a valid excuse why they couldn’t 
achieve it. 
Certain factors must be considered before one decides to enter into 
entrepreneurship. One such consideration is whether the individual believes in himself 
or herself. One trait of entrepreneurs that has widely been studied in this regard is 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy. Originally based on Bandura's (1977) social learning 
theory, self-efficacy is one’s belief that he or she has the ability to perform a certain 
task. Therefore, entrepreneurial self-efficacy is a person’s confidence or belief in his 
or her ability to perform entrepreneurial tasks (Chen, Greene, & Crick, 1998). 
Entrepreneurial self-efficacy has been extensively studied because of the tumultuous 
nature of starting a business (Cardon & Kirk, 2015). In other words, there is high 
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likelihood an individual will fail when he or she starts their business because of the 
associated risks. Because of the risks associated with entrepreneurship, one must 
believe in his or her ability to overcome them in order to ensure success. There is 
evidence of how people who believed in their abilities succeeded by showing greater 
effort and performance (Bandura, 1989; Rotter, 1966). Similarly, when entrepreneurs 
have belief in their abilities to undertake entrepreneurial tasks including searching, 
planning, marshaling, implementing-people and implementing-financial (McGee, 
Peterson, Mueller, & Sequeira, 2009), the likelihood that they will persist to achieve 
the desired outcome increases.
Another personality variable that has gained considerable attention for 
entrepreneurial research purposes is locus of control. Locus of control is the extent to 
which people believe that what happens to them is within or outside of their control 
(SShane et al., 2003). Locus of control can be either internal or external (Rotter, 1966). 
Individuals with an internal locus of control believe that every outcome is as a result 
of their actions or personal characteristics. Such people believe that their actions 
directly influence the outcome of events. On the other hand, individuals with an 
external locus of control believe that outcomes of an event are not as a result of their 
actions or personal characteristics. Such people believe that outcomes of an event are 
the consequence of variables other than themselves or their actions. According to 
Rotter (1966), individuals with an internal locus of control will likely want to be 
entrepreneurs. This is consistent with McClelland's (1961) claim that individuals with 
high achievement motivation are likely to become entrepreneurs. This is because such 
people want to have control and to directly influence the outcome of events. Unlike 
research on risk-taking (Lafuente & Salas, 1989; Low & MacMillan, 1988), research 
on locus of control seems to suggest that entrepreneurs and the general public differ 
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in their locus of control. For instance, Shapero (1977) found that entrepreneurs had an 
internal locus of control compared to the general public. This was also true for Bowen 
and Hisrich (1986) and Durand (1975) who found differences between entrepreneurs 
and the general public regarding their locus of control. However, some studies suggest 
that there are no differences between entrepreneurs and managers in term of their locus 
of control. For example, Babb and Babb (1992) found no locus of control differences 
between new venture founders and managers. Even though differences between 
entrepreneurs and non-entrepreneurs may not exist, the importance of locus of control 
cannot be overemphasized. Research has found that having an internal locus of control 
is positively associated with life satisfaction, job satisfaction, job performance, 
organizational commitment (Karabay, Akyüz, & Elçi, 2016; Ng, Sorensen, & Eby, 
2006; Wang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010).
Tolerance for ambiguity has also received attention. Budner (1962) defines 
tolerance for ambiguity as the propensity to see unclear situations as attractive. Schere 
(1982) claims that tolerance for ambiguity is an important attribute for entrepreneurs. 
This is because by nature the entrepreneurial process including business start-up is 
unpredictable. Thus, an individual would not know what he or she is going in for when 
the entrepreneurial process begins. It could lead to a successful or a catastrophic end. 
The ambiguous nature of the entrepreneurial journey makes having such a trait 
important. Indeed, Shane et al. (2003) have argued that because entrepreneurs always 
face uncertainties in their job, there is the likelihood of entrepreneurs scoring high on 
tolerance for ambiguity than other individuals of the public such as managers. 
However, just like risk-taking and locus of control, there is mixed support for the 
strength of tolerance for ambiguity in differentiating entrepreneurs from others in a 
population. Whereas Begley and Boyd (1987), Miller and Droge (1986) and Sexton 
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and Bowman (1986) found significant differences between entrepreneurs and 
managers with regards to tolerance for ambiguity, Babb, and Babb (1992) found no 
significant differences between firm founders and non-founders. Nonetheless, 
research has established the importance of tolerance for ambiguity for many outcomes 
of human life. For instance, research has established that individuals with higher levels 
of tolerance for ambiguity are more willing to take risks and have higher tasks value 
(Mclain, 1993).
It can be seen from the above discussion that for an entrepreneur to succeed, there 
is the necessity for both situational and personality variables to be present. That is both 
variables cannot on their own predict how successful an entrepreneur will be. For 
instance, if an entrepreneur has a high self-efficacy but there is a high cost of 
production, or there is no energy to power his or her plants, the likelihood that he or 
she will fail is very high. In the same way, if all the environmental conditions are good 
but people are not willing to enter into entrepreneurship, then no new entrepreneurial 
firms will not be set-up. For example, if the cost of renting an office is cheap, but 
people are afraid to take risks or prefer wage employment, then the likelihood of 
people not venturing into entrepreneurship is high.    
???????????????????????????????
The importance of entrepreneurship activities to every economy cannot be 
overemphasized. Arguably, entrepreneurship is one of the plausible areas national 
policymakers target when economic policies are being drawn. Entrepreneurship is 
important both for developing economies and for developed ones too. It is important 
for developing countries because they want to catch up and for developed countries 
because they want to maintain standards. Since time immemorial, different methods 
have been adopted by countries to spur on their development. Acs and Virgill (2010) 
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note that over the years two forms of economic development strategies have been used. 
The first was import substitution, which was basically a move for industrialization 
whereby countries tried to produce previously imported products for the domestic 
market. They note however that, because of economic crisis, this policy did not yield 
the needed results. Consequently, countries turned to export promotion. That is 
producing to feed the international market. According to Acs and Virgill (2010), apart 
from few Asian counties, both strategies have not yielded the required outcome with 
many developing countries battling serious economic situations. This has led countries 
to focus on creating a conducive environment for both local and international 
entrepreneurs to undertake business activities. 
The promotion of entrepreneurship and small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SME’s) has become an acceptable policy direction in recent years (World Bank, 
2005). To efficiently achieve this policy direction, however, countries are poised on 
improving business and investment environment for entrepreneurial activities (Acs & 
Virgill, 2010). Because of the failure of the import substitution and export promotion 
policies, developing countries have started drafting laws on SME’s and 
entrepreneurship to help promote small business development. In this regard, the 
United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) and the World Bank 
have established offices in developing countries to provide technical assistance in 
SME and entrepreneurship policy formulation. The benefits countries derive from 
entrepreneurship may come in several ways. Three ways though have received 
substantial mention in the literature. These are the overall national economic 
development (Acs & Virgill, 2010; Carree & Thurik, 2003), reduction in the rate of 
unemployment (Thurik, Carree, vanStel, & Audretsch, 2008) and wealth creation. 
Numerous researchers have studied the relationship between entrepreneurship 
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and economic growth (Caves, 1998; Sutton, 1997; Davidsson, Delmar, & Wiklund, 
2006). These studies have contributed greatly to our understanding, however, the point 
of reference for economic development has not always been the same. Whereas some 
use the firm as the unit of measure of economic development, others use the country 
or the region (Carree & Thurik, 2003). For instance, Audretsch (1995) and Caves 
(1998) measured economic growth in terms of firm growth and survival. The argument 
is that firm growth relates positively to national economic growth. Acs and Armington 
(2004) on the other hand, used the geographic region as a unit of measure in studying 
the impact of entrepreneurship on economic development. Regardless of the two 
different unit of measure used by researchers, the contribution of entrepreneurship to 
national economic growth is well established. Research has identified some of the 
ways through which entrepreneurship contributes to economic growth and 
development. One such way is true innovation and rivalry (Carree & Thurik, 2003). 
Entrepreneurs carry out innovative activities and enhance rivalry, which promotes 
competition and equitable distribution of resources. Again, economic development 
involves change and the entrepreneur through competition and rivalry become the 
agent of change (Acs & Virgill, 2010). Entrepreneurship also contributes to economic 
development through frequent market adjustments (Acs & Virgill, 2010). According 
to Hayek (1945), knowledge is distributed with each individual having a stock of 
information. But with entrepreneurship, the market in responding to the different 
action by different actors communicate new information through price. Apart from 
these market influences, entrepreneurs working through their firm may contribute to 
economic development through payment of taxes. Just like any corporate organization 
in all parts of the world, entrepreneurs are required to pay taxes. This goes a long way 
to contribute to a country’s economic development.
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Another major contribution of entrepreneurship comes in the form of labor 
employment. Entrepreneurship creates and offers jobs to many unemployed people. 
Both developing and developed countries have continually debated as to what can be 
done to reduce the rate of unemployment (Carree & Thurik, 2003). Research on 
entrepreneurship and unemployment has basically come from two angles. The first is 
the idea that unemployed individuals look to entrepreneurship to create employment 
for themselves (Blanchflower & Meyer, 1994; Evans & Jovanovic, 1989; Evans & 
Leighton, 1989). This perspective studies entrepreneurship as a source of creating 
employment for the entrepreneurs themselves. In other words, because people are 
unemployed, they look to entrepreneurship as career choice or source of employment. 
Thus, the entrepreneur creates the business for himself or herself. The other side of 
entrepreneurship and unemployment debate centers on how new ventures create jobs 
for other people other than the entrepreneurs themselves (Baptista, Escária, & 
Madruga, 2008; Fritsch, 1996; Storey, 1991). In this direction, new firm formation 
does not only offer jobs to the entrepreneur but leads to subsequent growth in 
employment. This means that as entrepreneur establishes a business, other people in 
the economy benefit in terms of employment.
However, some studies have found that entrepreneurial activities and 
unemployment are negatively related (Evans & Leighton, 1989; Thurik et al., 2008). 
These negative relationships are as a result of how unemployment incentivize people 
to enter into entrepreneurship. The quantum of jobs that entrepreneurship provides has 
been found to be low. For instance, Van Stel & Storey (2004) found that new firms 
only contribute a very small percentage of the entire job stock in an economy. This is 
because the survival rate of new business is very low (Geroski, 1995). Another source 
of unemployment may be the creation of new ventures. According to this view, 
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successful new business leads to declining market share for existing businesses and 
their subsequent displacement (Geroski, 1995). This in return causes a reduction in the 
total job stock in the economy because collapsed companies will lay off workers. This 
negative effect of new entrants on job creation and employment may be reduced if the 
establishment of new ventures results in market growth (Baptista et al., 2008). But if 
new firms only come with increased competition and same market size, then the net 
job stock will not significantly increase. That is if new firms only come to compete for 
market share without creating additional markets or increasing the market share, 
impact of a new firm on job creation will be minimal. This is because the new firm 
might either collapse or displace existing firm leading to increased unemployment, 
hence, the need for the market to grow to accommodate both new and old ventures. 
Whereas this negative relationship may be true for developed countries, the case may 
be different for developing nations. In most developing countries greater percentage 
of the total job stock is created by entrepreneurs through Small and Medium 
Enterprises (SMS’s). For instance, Aremu and development 2011) found that the 
creation of SME’s is the main driving force for job creation in India. 
Entrepreneurship has also been touted as an avenue for wealth creation (Asikhia 
& van Rensburg, 2015; Nagaya, 2017; Asikhia, 2016). Wealth creation relates to 
increase in income and physical assets. It also relates to the ability of the firm or the 
individual entrepreneur to meet social and other obligations, invest in his or other 
businesses (Asikhia, 2016). Entrepreneurial wealth creation has been studied from two 
perspectives, at the individual and the firm level. At the individual level, entrepreneurs 
create wealth by saving and investing as well as reducing or forgoing consumption for 
a future increase and well-being (Asikhia & van Rensburg, 2015). More importantly, 
it requires the identification and financing of profitable investments (Wilkerson & 
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Williams, 2011). At the firm level, wealth creation is the result of new technology and 
innovation. This means that for firms to create wealth, there must be the production of 
new technology and the firm must also be innovative (Pitelis & Vasilaros 2009; 
Enderle 2005). Many factors have been attributed to one’s ability to create wealth. 
These include the type of human resource available, the type of technology adopted, 
reduction in the cost of production and the ability to be creative and innovate (Asikhia 
& van Rensburg, 2015).
Because much of the performance and productivity of a new firm depends largely 
on the decision taken by the entrepreneur, previous research has focused on the 
characteristics of the entrepreneur making those decisions. Jansen, Curşeu, Vermeulen, 
Geurts, and Gibcus (2013) assert that the effectiveness of a firm depends on the 
characteristics of its decision makers. In support of this claim, Garavan, Watson, 
Carbery, and OBrien (2016) found a positive relationship between leaders’ expertise 
and SME performance. The ability of the firm or the entrepreneur to create wealth may 
also depend on the specific technology adopted. Asikhia and van Rensburg (2015) 
found that technological capability is positively related to wealth creation. Modern 
business thrives on the ability to access and process unique information. Zhang, 
Macpherson, and Jones (2006) note that the ability to access information from external 
sources leads to SME’s innovative performance. Innovative performance, in turn, 
leads to overall firm performance (Chirico, 2008; Peltier, Zhao, & Schibrowsky, 2012). 
Taken together one can say that at the individual level as well as the firm level, 
entrepreneurship creates wealth. This may go beyond the entrepreneur by affecting the 
economic performance of the country. The economy might again benefit from an 
entrepreneurs’ wealth by taxing their income. 
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Performance as a construct has many definitions and can be studied at many 
levels and from different angles. For instance, while Baron (2007) and Zhao et al. 
(2010) define performance in terms of firm survival, profitability and growth, Murphy 
and Jackson (1999) and Griffin et al. (2007) define performance in terms of how work 
roles are proficiently done. This suggests that while the first definition focuses on the 
performance of the entire firm, the second focuses on the individual’s proficiency in 
performing duties and responsibilities in the firm. To this end, a firm’s performance 
maybe the entire productivity or financial success of all unit put together in a particular 
period and for the individual it may be the quality of product or service rendered or 
the proficiency in undertaking certain tasks. This also shows that performance can be 
measured objectively as well as subjectively. 
Different factors that influences performance at the individual, team and firm 
levels have been studied. Personality variables such as Five Factor Model (FFM) 
(Barrick, Mount, & Judge, 2001; Judge, & Ilies, 2002; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 
1998), proactive personality (Thompson, 2005), regulatory focus (Hmieleski, & Baron, 
2008) and locus of control (Speckbacher, & Haas, 2014) have all been examined. For 
instance, in the case of regulatory focus, Hmieleski and Baron (2008) found that in 
dynamic environments entrepreneurs’ promotion focus is positively related to venture 
performance. Again, Zhao et al (2010) found that with the exception of agreeableness, 
four of FFM’s variables related positively to firm performance. The FFM has also 
been studied in connection to team performance. For example, Macht and Nembhard 
(2015) found that with the exception of conscientiousness, four of the FFM 
(extraversion, agreeableness, neuroticism, and openness) related positively to team 
performance.
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Additionally, situational variables have also been examined as to how they 
influence performance at different levels. Leadership (D’Innocenzo Mathieu & 
Kukenberger, 2016), empowerment (Jiang, Flores, Leelawong, & Manz, 2016), 
organizational resources (Salanova, Agut, & Peiró, 2005), human resource 
management (Bowen, & Ostroff, 2004) and organizational climate (Luthans, Norman, 
Avolio, & Avey, 2008) have all been studied. These variables have been examined at 
the individual, team and firm levels. For instance, Luthans, et al. (2008) found that 
organizational climate relate positively to employee performance. In addition, Bowen, 
and Ostroff (2004) found that human resource management practices positively 
predicts firm performance. Team performance has also been found to be influenced by 
shared leadership (D’Innocenzo Mathieu & Kukenberger, 2016).
In particular, while entrepreneurial and firm performance have been studied 
(Hmieleski, & Baron, 2008; Theriou, & Chatzoudes, 2015; Zhao et al., 2010), most of 
these studied have been done on only fulltime entrepreneurs making us unable to 
understand how entrepreneurs who work on two roles strive to perform in their 
entrepreneurial work. Hence, in this study, I extend the study of entrepreneurs’ 
performance by examining hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance. I focus on hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ performance at the individual level as I seek to understand how hybrid 
entrepreneurs contribute to their firms effectively. Specifically, I examine how their 
regulatory focus influences three types of performance, proficient, adaptive and 
proactive performance. 
Relying on Griffin, Neal and Parker's (2007) framework, I focus on three types 
of performance: proficient, adaptive, and proactive performance. Proficient 
performance refers to how core tasks of hybrid entrepreneurs are done properly. 
Adaptive performance refers to the extent to which the hybrid entrepreneurs copes 
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with or responds to change that affects their entrepreneurial work. This may be due to 
technological change or unpredictable market events. Proactive performance is related 
to the performance of the work roles that requires initiatives in anticipating future 
uncertainties (Aragon-Correa, 1998). These three types of job performance tap a broad 
range of performance of hybrid entrepreneurs’ behaviors such as proficiency, 
adaptivity, and proactivity and provides a better understanding of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
performance in entrepreneurial work. Regulatory focus is relevant in assessing hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ performance because it offers the dynamic situation of testing how 
certain factors will compete for attention and how the hybrid entrepreneur will deal 
with it depending on their regulatory focus.
????????????????? ?????????? ???????????????????
Schumpeter (1934) labeled entrepreneurs as individuals whose function was to 
carry out new combinations of means of production. For a long time, scholars saw this 
function as a risk-bearing function with subsequent definitions of entrepreneurs 
focusing on the risky nature of the function. For instance, according to Hisrich and 
Peters (1992), the entrepreneur is the bearer of risks, and for Kihlstrom and Laffont 
(1979) risk-averse people under economic equilibrium will end up becoming 
employees whiles less risk-averse people will become entrepreneurs. Thus, they touted 
risk-taking as the main factor in distinguishing between entrepreneurs and non-
entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurs are seen as promoters of change and innovation (Baum & Oliver, 
1991; Dacin, Goodstein, & Scott, 2002). A range of motivation including political, 
functional and social may encourage entrepreneurs to engage in various 
entrepreneurial activities. They are also seen as carrying economic tasks that result in 
job and new business creation as well as the introduction of new production processes 
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(Hannafey, 2003). The entrepreneur is also recognized as an important factor in global 
economic development (Hannafey, 2003). Although research recognizes that 
entrepreneurship covers broad categories of individuals and action (Hermans et al., 
2015), research has consistently classified entrepreneurial activities as a dichotomous 
phenomenon (Folta et al., 2010). That is either an individual is an entrepreneur or not. 
Meaning that an individual making a career decision will either choose to be an 
entrepreneur or an employee. The view that entrepreneurial activities are an “either or” 
phenomenon is in complete disagreement with new evidence suggesting that a lot of 
people combine entrepreneurship and wage employment at the same time (Burke et 
al., 2008; Folta et al., 2010). For instance, Burke et al. (2008) in a study found that 
individuals who combine wage employment and entrepreneurship far outweigh those 
who are pure entrepreneurs. Such individuals are called hybrid entrepreneurs because 
they combine wage employment and entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & 
Feng, 2014).
Characterizing entrepreneurial activities dichotomously may have theoretical and 
empirical implication for entrepreneurial research. Such characterization may obscure, 
for instance, the specific factors that inspired hybrid entry (Folta et al., 2010). While 
additional income may influence a wage employee to enter into hybrid 
entrepreneurship, this motivation may not influence a pure entrepreneur or an 
individual who left wage employment altogether to become a fulltime entrepreneur. 
In such case, the idea may not be to make additional income since the individual is 
working only as an entrepreneur. Again, forcing all entrepreneurs under one mutually 
exclusive umbrella may obscure the specific entry processes different entrepreneur use. 
A hybrid entrepreneur may eventually become a fulltime entrepreneur, but that does 
not take away the fact that the entry process is different from an individual who did 
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not go through the hybrid process. 
Even though this is a new field of research inquiry, it is widespread in practice 
(Thorgren et al., 2014). According to Reynolds, Carter, Gartner, & Greene (2004), 
about 80 percent of nascent entrepreneurs start their venture while having wage 
employment. Statistics from Sweden also buttress this point, claiming that about 10 
percent of persons between the ages of 20-64 with either fulltime or part-time jobs 
also conduct side businesses (Statistics Sweden, 2010). These statistics say a lot about 
how common the phenomenon is in our society. This suggests that the dichotomous 
classification of entrepreneurship disregard the existence of hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Hybrid entrepreneurs undertake the same entrepreneurial activities as the fulltime 
entrepreneurs. It is worth noting that hybrid entrepreneurs also contribute immensely 
to economic development. They create jobs by sometimes hiring people to take care 
of their ventures whiles they are on their wage jobs. Just as fulltime entrepreneurs may 
engage in their entrepreneurial activities because of passion (Cardon, Gregoire, 
Stevens, & Patel, 2013; Cardon, Wincent, Singh & Drnovsek, 2009), research has 
found that hybrid entrepreneurs may also engage in their entrepreneurial activities 
because of passion (Folta et al., 2010; Thorgren et al., 2014). Even though their 
activities may be the same, the dynamics of their entry processes and motivation are 
not the same. Hence, there is the need for proper attention to be paid to the differences 
between fulltime entrepreneurs and hybrid entrepreneurs. 
Several studies classified hybrid entrepreneurs as either wage workers or fulltime 
entrepreneurs and some even completely neglected them altogether. For instance, in 
using panel data to study entrepreneurial entry in the US, Kim, Aldrich, and Keister 
(2006) treated hybrid entrepreneurs as self-employed. Similarly, Hamilton (2000), in 
studying the returns on self-employment, treated hybrid entrepreneurs as self-
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employed. Tang (1995), as well as Evans and Leighton (1989) on the other hand, 
considered hybrid entrepreneurs as wage employees (see table 1 for further examples). 
These classifications are problematic. For example, research has established that 
hybrid entrepreneurship is a type of entry to fulltime entrepreneurship hence, wrong 
classification of hybrid entrepreneurs can hamper entrepreneurial entry policies. Thus, 
when fulltime entry is the only classification for entrepreneurial entry, the effect of 
policy on entrepreneurial entry may not capture hybrid entrepreneurial entry, which 
may be bad for policy review (Schulz et al., 2016). Again, hybrid entrepreneurs need 
to be accounted for because they may not exhibit the same behaviors as fulltime 
entrepreneurs. Even though the two types of entrepreneurs may have the same 
personality tendencies because hybrid entrepreneurs have two work roles to play their 
entrepreneurial behaviors might be different. For instance, they may all be promotion 
focused, but their promotion focused behaviors may not be the same. Such differences 
must be accounted for policies to be effective.
?
?
???????? How Hybrid Entrepreneurs have been classified in previous studies?
??????????
???????? ???
??????
????????? ????
??????? ?????????????
?????????? ???
???????
??????????????
Tang (1995)
The effect of 
race on entry 
into and 
persistence in 
self-
employment.
Quantitative. 
1982-1989 data 
from the Surveys 
of the Natural and 
Social Scientists 
and Engineer.
Native-born
Blacks and Asians 
are less likely than 
native-born
whites to enter 
into self-
employment are. 
Considered as 
wage workers.
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Henley 
(2007)
The impact of 
entrepreneurial 
aspirations on 
actual 
transition into 
self-
employment in 
later years.
Quantitative. 
Nationally 
representative data 
drawn from the 
population of 
British household 
postal addresses in 
Great Britain in 
1991.
The majority of 
self-employed are 
not preceded by a 
statement
of entrepreneurial 
aspiration a year 
earlier and 
therefore many 
new ventures may 
have been hastily 
conceived.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Carroll and
Mosakowski 
(1987)
To find out the 
process of 
entry into self-
employment at 
different 
stages of 
career and the 
career 
difference 
between the 
self-employed 
and the 
employed.
Quantitative. 
Nationally 
representative 
sample of the life 
experiences of 
approximately 
14000 citizens in 
the Federal 
Republic of 
Germany and West 
Berlin.
Different factors 
affect different 
stages of the self-
employment 
process.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Burke, 
Fitzroy, and 
Nolan 
(2005)
To distinguish 
between 
factors that 
encourage 
self-
employment 
and those that 
encourage 
longer stay in 
Quantitative. A 
cohort of 11361 
individuals born in 
Great Britain in the 
week from March 
3-9, 1958, with 
follow-up surveys 
in 1965, 1969, 
They find that 
males and females 
are governed by 
different 
economic models 
even though some
of their self-
employment are 
the same.
Considered as 
wage workers.
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self-
employment.
1974, 1981, 1991, 
and 2001.
Bates (1990)
Investigated 
Small business 
longevity.
Quantitative. A 
national 
representative 
sample of males 
who were self-
employed from 
1976-1982.
Entrepreneurs 
with high levels of 
education are 
likely to have 
firms that remain 
for a long time.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Dobrev and 
Barnett
(2005)
The role of a 
person in an 
organization 
and its impact 
on the 
likelihood of 
entering into 
self-
employment.
The career 
histories of 5283 
Stanford MBA 
alumni.
Some 
organizational 
factors 
accelerates or 
retards the 
likelihood of 
entering into self-
employment.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Kim,
Aldrich, and
Keister 
(2006)
Human, 
financial and 
cultural capital 
and their 
impact on 
pursuing start-
up.
Quantitative. 
Based on a Panel 
data of 
Entrepreneurial
Dynamics of 
64622 individuals 
between July 1998 
and January 2000.
Financial and 
cultural capital 
are not necessary 
conditions for 
entrepreneurial 
entry.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Hamilton
(2000)
Differentials in 
earnings for 
self and paid 
employments.
A sample of 8771 
male school 
leavers aged 18-65 
working
in the non-farm 
sector.
Most 
entrepreneurs 
persist in self-
employment 
despite lower 
initial earnings 
because of 
Considered as 
self-employed.
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substantial 
nonpecuniary
benefits of self-
employment.
Holtz-
Eakin,
Joulfaian, 
and Rosen
(1994)
Differences in 
entrepreneurial 
persistence.
Quantitative. Data 
from 1981 and 
1985 of federal 
individual income 
tax return from 
people who 
received 
inheritance.
Access to capital 
affects the 
likelihood of 
entrepreneurial 
existence.
Considered as 
self-employed.
Evans and 
Leighton
(1989)
Self-
employment 
selection 
process over 
the life cycle 
and 
determinants 
of earnings.
Quantitative. 
Secondary data 
from the national 
longitudinal 
survey of young 
men from 1966-
1981 and the 
population survey 
from 1968-1987.
In the first 20 
years of 
employment, the 
likelihood of 
entering into self-
employment is 
independent of 
age and 
experience.
Considered as 
wage-workers
?
????????????? ????????????????????????????????
Minniti (2010) and Burke et al. (2008) state that the number of people who are 
employees but simultaneously have businesses far outweigh those who only work as 
fulltime entrepreneurs. Indeed, statistics from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 
(GEM) (2003) indicates that about 80 percent of nascent entrepreneurs start their 
ventures while still having a fulltime wage jobs (Reynolds et al., 2004). Even though 
this phenomenon has existed for a long time, researchers are recently paying attention 
to it.
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Many reasons have been attributed to explain why an employee will seek to 
venture into entrepreneurship simultaneously. Folta et al. (2010) outline three 
rationales why an employee will want to venture into entrepreneurship. According to 
Folta et al. (2010), hybrid entrepreneurship may be a path to additional income. 
According to this view, people who are not satisfied with their salary enter into self-
employment to make additional income. In this case, the hybrid entrepreneur is similar 
to individuals who are doing two jobs for economic reasons. Research has found that 
individuals whose second job is in entrepreneurship on the average have higher 
earning than those whose second job is another paid job (Schulz, Urbig, & Procher, 
2017). Hence, it is not surprising why people will choose entrepreneurship as a second 
job to supplement their wage employment if the aim is to make additional income. 
Becoming a fulltime entrepreneur in the future may be a possibility, but for such 
individuals, it is not their immediate priority. Research suggests that people who may 
use this rationale to enter into entrepreneurship are usually those who are married, 
have more children and have a lower salary from their primary job (Renna 2006; 
Kimmel & Smith Conway, 2001). It may also be because they want to have the 
flexibility of earning an income while having time for their children and family. 
Another rationale for entering into hybrid entrepreneurship is to obtain non-
monetary benefits. That is, people engage in hybrid entrepreneurship for some benefits 
other than money. Most importantly, they would otherwise not have these benefits if 
they should only work on their wage job (Folta et al., 2010). This rationale may exist 
for people who want to pursue a career that has some psychological benefits. It may 
include activities such as playing sports or being involved in a hobby. This is 
particularly possible if the wage job allows for the flexibility of adding on another role 
(Hundley, 2001).
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Lastly, it may also be for the purposes of transitioning into fulltime 
entrepreneurship in the future (Folta et al., 2010). In the sense that hybrid 
entrepreneurship may serve as a bridge for people who want to become fulltime 
entrepreneurs in the future. This path to fulltime entrepreneurship may be preferred to 
straight entry because it reduces or removes the switching cost associated with 
becoming a fulltime entrepreneur. This is true for individuals whose switching cost are 
particularly substantial. It also offers the individual the opportunity to learn and obtain 
some practical experience that may be useful when they become fulltime 
entrepreneurs. Research has shown that when hybrid entrepreneurs eventually become 
fulltime entrepreneurs they survive longer than those who entered fulltime 
entrepreneurship without the hybrid path (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). This is because the 
hybrid phase offers the opportunity to learn and acquire valuable skills. The hybrid 
phase may also reduce the uncertainty that surrounds entrepreneurship. For instance, 
the amount of capital invested in the entrepreneurial firm may be minimal for a start. 
This may be increased as time goes on and the entrepreneur sees that the signs are 
good for more investment. Hence, the individual who used the hybrid path may not be 
constrained by capital (Petrova, 2012).
Raffiee and Feng (2014), assert that hybrid entrepreneurship reduces the risks and 
uncertainties associated with fulltime entrepreneurship, such as threats of failure. 
According to them, reducing risks and uncertainties increase the likelihood of long-
term survival. While they found that individuals who are low in core self-evaluation 
might choose hybrid entrepreneurship, they also found that found that when hybrid 
entrepreneurs subsequently become fulltime entrepreneurs, they survive longer in 
business than those who did not use the hybrid path. Besides, they show that being a 
hybrid entrepreneur may be beneficial to an individual in terms of the skills and 
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experience one acquires.
Research has also established that hybrid entrepreneurs are better in responding 
to regulatory policies. Schulz et al. (2016) found that hybrid entrepreneurs are better 
in responding to changes in entry regulatory policies. This is attributed to the fact that 
hybrid entrepreneurs are able to explore their business ideas, unlike fulltime 
entrepreneurs. Fini et al. (2017) also found that academic hybrid entrepreneurship 
increases the likelihood of achieving quality research performance. This is because the 
entrepreneur is able to learn and explore new areas and scientific information, which 
may contribute to their research ability and quality. Hybrid entrepreneurs are also more 
innovative than individual who left their paid jobs to start a business (Schulz et al., 
2017) because the hybrid phase gives them the flexibility of experimenting with their 
business ideas. 
Several individual characteristics have been studied as to why an individual will 
enter into hybrid entrepreneurship. Risk aversion, for instance, may induce people to 
venture into hybrid entrepreneurship. According to Raffiee and Feng (2014), 
individuals who are risk averse are more likely to venture into hybrid entrepreneurship. 
Given that entrepreneurship has been touted as a risk-bearing venture, people who are 
risk averse may use hybrid entrepreneurship as a means to reducing the associated 
risks. It allows hybrid entrepreneurs to earn income from their wage job even at the 
time when the entrepreneurial venture has not started yielding a profit. This reduces 
the fear of failure drastically. Additionally, highly educated individuals may prefer a 
hybrid to fulltime entrepreneurship. Folta et al. (2010) found that individuals with low 
income and high education prefer a hybrid to fulltime entrepreneurship especially in 
the manufacturing industry. Passion may also influence an individual’s entry into 
hybrid entrepreneurship. Thorgren et al. (2014) found that the passion to work with 
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something one likes motivates people to combine paid job and entrepreneurship. Table 
2 gives a summary of studies on hybrid entrepreneurship. Although these studies have 
contributed to our understanding of hybrid entrepreneurship, they have not examined 
the factors affecting hybrid entrepreneurs’ engagement and performance in 
entrepreneurial work to the best of my knowledge.
?????????Existing studies on hybrid entrepreneurship.?
?????????? ????????????????? ????????? ????
???????
????????????? ????????
Solesvik 
(2017)
Why do people 
become hybrid 
entrepreneurs and 
why do some 
want to remain 
hybrid and other 
want to transition.
Qualitative 
approach. Two 
hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
were interviewed 
six times each 
between 2006 
and 2015.
Hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
should not be 
seen as an entry 
to fulltime 
entrepreneurship 
as some people 
prefer to remain 
hybrid.
Technology 
Innovation 
Management 
Review
Burmeister-
Lamp, 
Lévesque, 
& Schade 
(2012).
How do hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
allocate time for 
both the wage job 
and
entrepreneurial 
venture
Quantitative. 
Computer-based 
experiment with
25 early stage 
hybrid 
entrepreneurs and 
29 undergraduate 
students
The decision to 
allocate time 
depends on the 
risk aversion 
level of the 
hybrid 
entrepreneur. 
When the 
enterprise's stake 
is below a 
threshold, then 
individuals with 
higher risk 
aversion will
allocate fewer 
Journal of 
Business 
Venturing
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hours to the 
enterprise
Folta et al. 
(2010)
Why would an 
individual choose 
hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
as a means to 
fulltime 
entrepreneurship?
Quantitative. 
Three matched 
longitudinal
data sources on 
the entire 
Swedish labor 
market from 
LOUISE, RAMS 
and SRU. A total 
of 45,000 male 
workers.
Hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
are more likely 
than wage 
workers to 
become fulltime 
entrepreneurs 
and again 
different 
motivations 
encourage people 
to enter into 
fulltime 
entrepreneurship.
Management 
Science
Petrova 
(2012)
The impact of 
financial 
constraints on the 
decision to 
become fulltime 
entrepreneur, 
hybrid 
entrepreneur or a 
wage employee.
Quantitative. 
Based on a Panel 
data of 
Entrepreneurial 
Dynamics. 1,049 
observations
Those who are 
into hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
are not affected 
by financial 
constraints in 
their decision-
making.
Small 
business 
Economics
Raffiee, & 
Feng, 
(2014).
How does hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
influence fulltime 
entrepreneurship 
entry and 
survival?
Quantitative. 
National 
Longitudinal 
Survey
of Youth, 1979 
cohort
Hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
who enter 
fulltime 
entrepreneurship 
have higher 
chance of 
survival than 
Academy of 
Management 
Journal
42 
 
those who 
entered fulltime 
entrepreneurship 
straight away. 
Schulz, 
Urbig, & 
Procher 
(2016).
How do hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
respond to 
industrial 
regulations
Quantitative. 
Mexican 
National Survey 
for Occupation 
and Employment 
(ENOE).
Hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
respond better to 
entry regulation 
policies than do 
fulltime 
entrepreneurs.
Journal of 
Business 
Venturing
Schulz, 
Urbig, & 
Procher, 
(2017).
How does hybrid 
entrepreneurship 
influence earning 
structure?
Quantitative. 
British 
Household Panel
Survey (1991–
2008)
Engaging in 
entrepreneurship 
as second job 
significantly 
increases an 
individual’s 
average earning 
compared to 
working in two 
paid 
employments.
Journal of 
Business 
Venturing 
Insights
Thorgren, 
Nordström, 
& Wincent 
(2014).
The impact of 
passion on the 
decision to 
become hybrid 
entrepreneur.
Quantitative.  
262 Swedish 
hybrid 
entrepreneurs 
were surveyed.
Passion 
influences the 
likelihood of 
being a hybrid 
entrepreneur 
when the 
individual is old 
at the time of 
business startup.
Baltic 
Journal of 
Management
Thorgren, 
Sirén, 
Nordström, 
& Wincent, 
(2016). 
Find out the 
relationship 
between age and 
the decision to 
leave hybrid for 
Quantitative.  
103 venture 
owners of the 
creative sector of 
There is a U-
shaped 
relationship 
between hybrid 
entrepreneurs'
Journal of 
Business 
Venturing 
Insights
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fulltime 
entrepreneurship.
Sweden register 
of entrepreneurs
age and the 
decision to 
become fulltime 
entrepreneurs
?????????????????????? ??? ??????????
????????????
Self-regulation refers to an individual’s ability to monitor and control his or her 
own behavior and thought processes to be in alignment with the demands of a situation 
or personal aspirations (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998). The regulatory focus 
theory distinguishes between two forms of self-regulation. According to this theory, at 
any given moment, people engage in two self-regulation systems. A person might 
either engage in promotion focus or prevention focus regulatory system. An individual 
engaged in promotion focus centers self-regulation on ideal goals or achievement 
needs (e.g., wishes, hopes, and aspirations). Such needs encourage the individual to 
seek growth, advancement, and accomplishment (Lanaj, Chang & Johnson, 2012). 
Thus, promotion focus centers on the presence or absence of positive outcomes. 
Promotion focus motivates people to think of achieving a desired end-state, and this 
has implication on their behavior. For instance, promotion focus is associated with the 
potential to be successful (Brockner et al., 2004). 
On the other hand, an individual engaged in prevention focus centers self-
regulation on security needs and ought goals (e.g., obligations and responsibilities). 
These needs motivate an individual to seek protection and security and be more 
focused on his or her responsibilities and roles. This means that prevention focus 
centers on the presence or absence of negative outcomes. Prevention focus motivates 
people to think towards potential negative outcomes that could be avoided. For 
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example, prevention focus has been associated “doing due diligence” (Brockner et al., 
2004).
What is common with both promotion and prevention foci is that they both 
centers on goal pursuit. That is whether people regulate their behavior to achieve a 
desired end-state (promotion focus) or to prevent an unwanted end-state (prevention 
focus), there is an objective to be achieved in both situations (Lanaj et al., 2012). Thus, 
both foci involve the attainment of a state one feels comfortable with. Each end-state 
will have implication for an individual’s behavior. Because entrepreneurs take many 
decisions and play many roles, an entrepreneur’s prevention or promotion focus may 
play a role in these decisions. For instance, Brockner et al. (2004) state that promotion 
focus is important when generating ideas in the entrepreneurial process. However, in 
deciding on which one of these ideas to choose, prevention focus may be important 
because of the importance of due diligence. This shows that promotion and prevention 
foci have different impact depending on the goal to be achieved. In the same way, I 
argue that a hybrid entrepreneur who has a paid job will be influenced by regulatory 
foci in taking a decision concerning his or her business. For example, in deciding on 
the amount of time to be devoted to their venture activities, hybrid entrepreneurs will 
take into consideration their paid job before they make the final decision. I argue that 
in such situation they will be influenced by their regulatory foci. Table 3 gives a 
summary of entrepreneurial regulatory focus.
?????????Summary of entrepreneurial regulatory focus
Regulatory 
Focus
Promotion Focus Prevention Focus 
Definition
Promotion focus individuals are 
those motivated by their need to 
succeed, achieve and advance 
Prevention focus individuals are 
motivated by the desire to avoid 
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(Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 
1998). 
losses and ensure security and 
safety needs (Hiigins, 1998). 
Purpose 
The aim is achieve the ideal self; to 
fulfil hopes, wishes and aspirations 
for what the individual want to 
become (Higgins, 1998).
The aim is to achieve the ought-
self; that is to fulfil 
responsibilities, duties and 
obligations.
Entrepreneurial 
activities
Takes more risks, achieve high 
performance, make more firm 
acquisitions (Burmeister et al., 2012; 
Gamache et al., 2015).
Takes less risks, achieve low 
performance, make less firm 
acquisitions (Burmeister et al., 
2012; Gamache et al., 2015).
Role Priority Entrepreneurial Venture Wage Work
??????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Promotion focus individuals are motivated by their need to succeed, achieve and 
advance (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998). In fulfilling these needs, such 
individuals try to bring themselves in alignment to their ideal selves. In addition, they 
have a strong interest in positive outcomes. In this sense, hybrid entrepreneurs with 
promotion focus identity will more likely be interested in the success of their business. 
Even though an individual may be predisposed to one of promotion or prevention 
focus (Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994), research shows that situational 
factors can trigger the specific focus of the individual (Neubert, Kacmar, & Carlson, 
2008). Promotion focus is triggered when the need for achievement or the need to 
attain aspirations is emphasized (Higgins, 1998). Moreover, research has found that 
promotion focused individuals are inclined to undertake exploratory behaviors 
(Förster, Higgins, & Bianco, 2003). Accordingly, such individuals tend to be creative 
and innovative. Self-efficacy of an individual may also induce the experience of a 
certain regulatory focus (Bryant & Dunford, 2008). According to this view, people 
who are more self-efficacious are more motivated and are likely to act proactively, 
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similar to an individual with promotion focus. 
Hybrid entrepreneurs are employees who operate business simultaneously (Folta 
et al., 2010). As such, in keeping up with their firm a hybrid entrepreneur will need to 
pay attention to both the paid job and the entrepreneurial venture. I argue that a hybrid 
entrepreneur with a promotional focus will be able to handle this situation better. This 
is because such hybrid entrepreneurs will be more interested in the positive outcomes 
their actions will bring than the negative outcomes they have to prevent. As such, in 
focusing on the positive side of things, they are likely to exert more effort in their 
venture activities, which will likely lead to higher performance in entrepreneurial work. 
Another reason is that promotion focus is a motivation-based trait (Gamache, 
McNamara, & Mannor, 2015) which reflect an individual’s preference for a strategic 
action. It also reflects the mechanism under which such strategic action is to be taken 
(Brockner et al., 2004; Gamache et al., 2015).
Consistent with these arguments, studies have shown that promotion-focused 
individuals exhibit civic virtue, altruism, and courtesy (Strobel, Tumasjan, Spörrle, & 
Welpe, 2013). Dewett and Denisi (2007) have also proposed that promotion focused 
individuals show “change-related” citizen behavior. Change-related citizen behavior 
includes acts like personal initiative and employee voice. These activities are related 
to achievement and advancement seeking. Such activities go beyond an individual, 
meaning that one must be willing to take risks in order to do such acts. Hence, the 
likelihood of promotion-focused individuals doing them is very high. Research on 
entrepreneurial regulatory focus supports this logic. For instance, Burmeister-Lamp, 
Lévesque, and Schade (2012) found that hybrid entrepreneurs with promotion focus 
allocate more time to their venture if the time allocated adds more risk. Moreover, 
entrepreneurs’ promotion focus positively associates with new venture performance 
47 
 
under a dynamic environment (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008).
Based on the above discussion I argue that hybrid entrepreneurs with promotion-
focused characteristics will have high performance in entrepreneurial work even 
though they are also employees. Based on Griffin, Neal and Parker's (2007) framework, 
I focus on three types of performance: proficient, adaptive, and proactive performance. 
Proficient performance refers to the extent to which in-role job duties and 
requirements are met. Adaptive performance is related to the performance of the work 
roles that are unanticipated. This may be due to technological change or unpredictable 
market events. Proactive performance is related to the performance of the work roles 
that requires initiatives in anticipating future uncertainties (Aragon-Correa, 1998). 
These three types of job performance tap a broad range of performance of hybrid 
entrepreneurs. The nature and context of hybrid entrepreneurship makes it difficult to 
rely on only the performance of the core tasks of hybrid entrepreneurs’ job in 
evaluating them (Griffin, Neal and Parker, 2007). Relying on the performance of a 
job’s core tasks may not account for the full range of behaviors contributing to job 
effectiveness. Hence, relying on a broader range of behaviors such as proficiency, 
adaptivity, and proactivity may provide a better understanding of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
performance in entrepreneurial work. Regulatory focus is relevant in assessing hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ performance because it offers the dynamic situation of testing how 
certain factors will compete for attention and how the hybrid entrepreneur will deal 
with it depending on their regulatory focus. Consistent with other studies on 
entrepreneurship from the perspective of regulatory focus (Burmeister-Lamp et al., 
2012; Hmieleski & Baron, 2008), promotion focused entrepreneurs are not afraid to 
take risks. Promotion focus also influences a CEO’s decision to make acquisition 
(Gamache et al., 2015).
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Hypothesis 1: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus is positively related to their (a) 
proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance, and (c) proactive performance in 
entrepreneurial work.
???????????????????????????????????????????????????? ????
Because hybrid entrepreneurs are employees and entrepreneurs at the same time, 
they may have rules, duties, and obligations to fulfill. Hence, they may be confined to 
some extent by the rules and regulation of their paid jobs. Regulatory focus theory 
emphasizes that individuals who are prevention focused are primarily concerned with 
their obligation and duties (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998). Prevention-focused 
hybrid entrepreneurs may, therefore, pay more attention to their employee work role. 
This is because their main concern is to prevent or reduce unwanted outcomes and to 
perform their duties and obligations. As such, their first call of duty will be on their 
paid job at the demerit of their entrepreneurial duty. Engaging in entrepreneurial 
activities may come with constraints. For example, hybrid entrepreneurs who may 
spend a lot of time thinking and planning for their entrepreneurial work may be doing 
so at the expense of their paid job. Hence, if the hybrid entrepreneur is prevention 
focus, the probability is that they will pay more attention to the wage work at the 
expense of the entrepreneurial work. This will affect their performance in 
entrepreneurial work.
Prevention focus individuals are motivated by the desire to avoid losses and 
ensure security and safety needs (Higgins, 1998). In satisfying these desires, 
prevention focused individuals bring themselves into alignment with their ought selves. 
Thus, such individuals are motivated to prevent the presence of losses. Their interest 
is to prevent negative outcomes rather than achieving success. Prevention focus may 
be evoked if the individual lacks confidence in his or her ability (Neubert, Wu, & 
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Roberts, 2013). Activities that involve risk-taking do not fancy prevention focused 
individuals. Burmeister-Lamp et al. (2012) found that hybrid entrepreneur who had 
prevention focus allocated fewer time to their venture if the risk involved was high. 
Again, studies examining entrepreneurial response in dynamic environment found 
prevention focus to negatively relate to performance (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008). Such 
environments are characterized by uncertainties. This suggests that in a hybrid 
entrepreneurship situation, prevention focused individual may be unwilling to expend 
maximum effort not knowing what the future holds. 
Research on hybrid entrepreneurship suggests that individual may choose this 
path because of fear of the uncertain (Raffiee & Feng, 2014). Juxtaposing this with a 
situation in which the individual is under obligation to perform certain roles, his or her 
performance will not be satisfying. In addition, prevention focused individuals are 
more interested in fulfilling duties and obligation (Higgins, 1998). This means that to 
prevent any negative outcome resulting from the paid job, the hybrid entrepreneur will 
try as much as possible to fulfill all paid job duties. Whereas this may help with wage 
work outcomes, it may negatively affect the entrepreneurial work. For instance, if any 
time spent on the business will yield risk, prevention focused individuals will not 
allocate much time to the venture (Burmeister-Lamp et al., 2012). Prevention focused 
individuals are motivated by a strong realization of loss avoidance and thus, less likely 
to take risks.
Hypothesis 2: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus is negatively related to their (a) 
proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance, and (c) proactive performance in 
entrepreneurial work.
???? ???????????????????????????????????????????? ?
One important factor accounting for the effects of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
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regulatory focus on their performance in entrepreneurial work is their entrepreneurial 
engagement, which can determine their level of involvement in entrepreneurial work 
(Lanaj et al., 2012; Khan, 1990). In essence, entrepreneurial engagement as a self-
regulatory process links regulatory focus to entrepreneurial performance. In other 
words, entrepreneurial engagement act as a regulatory process that transmit the effect 
of regulatory focus to performance in entrepreneurial work. Engagement refers to the 
level of involvement in work role activities. That is, whether people put in or leave out 
their selves during work role performance (Kahn, 1990). This suggests that two 
workers on the same activity may be differently engaged. According to Kahn (1990), 
engagement could occur physically, cognitively and emotionally. He further states that 
the quality of people’s work is the consequence of their engagement in their activities 
and argues that engagement has the potential of affecting organizational outcomes like 
productivity and growth. 
Engagement captures and explains the physical, emotional and cognitive 
involvement of people in their work roles (Lanaj et al., 2012). While research has 
found that situational factors such as task significance and job autonomy can induce 
people to engage in their work roles (Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011), Lanaj et al. 
(2012) believe that engagement can be influenced by dispositional factors as well. 
People who are engaged in any role are cognitively and psychologically present, 
putting in an effort to achieve goals. This is consistent with the concept of promotion 
focus, which makes people want to achieve and experience success. Indeed, Lanaj et 
al. (2012) proposed and found promotion focus to be positively related to high work 
role engagement. On the other hand, prevention focus individuals may not be highly 
engaged in their work activities. This is because there is a high possibility that being 
engaged will lead to high achievement and performance. However, prevention focus 
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individuals do not pay attention to the success that may come but the negative that can 
be prevented. Moreover, prevention focused individuals primarily focus on fulfilling 
duties and roles, which usually lead to the fulfillment of the minimum performance 
criteria (Lanaj et al., 2012). This will likely lead to lower engagement compared to 
promotion focused individuals. Hence, being prevention focus may be negatively 
related to engagement. 
On the other hand, engagement has been found to be positively related to many 
organizational outcomes (Saks, 2006). Engagement will likely lead to positive work 
outcomes because it has been described as a fulfilling work experience (Schaufeli & 
Bakker, 2004). People will usually be engaged in activities they are happy with as it 
relates to a positive state of mind (Sonnentag, 2003). The positive feelings that 
engagement brings are likely to result in positive work outcomes. Research has 
established the linkages between positive affect and entrepreneurial work outcome 
(Baron, 2008). Affect influences opportunity recognition as well as financial capital 
acquisition (Baron, 2008). Hence, it is likely that engaging in something a person feels 
happy about will induce him or her to perform better or put in more effort. Furthermore, 
empirical evidence exists of the relationship between engagement and positive work 
outcomes. For example, engagement associates positively with organizational 
commitment and negatively with the intention to quit (Saks, 2006). This finding has 
implication for entrepreneurial work outcomes. That is high engagement is needed to 
produce entrepreneurial work outcomes.
I argue that entrepreneurial engagement will positively relate to all three types of 
performance. When hybrid entrepreneurs are highly engaged in their venture, there is 
a high likelihood that their performance will also be high. Moreover, empirical 
research exists to support the assertion that high engagement leads to high 
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performance (Saks, 2006). For example, high employee engagement negatively relates 
to intention to quit (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). This suggests that an employee who 
is willing to stay in an organization likes the organization. Therefore, there is a high 
likelihood that such an employee will put in more effort. Additionally, engagement is 
related to organizational commitment (Saks, 2006). It also relates to extra-role 
behavior and job performance as well as organizational citizenship behavior (Saks, 
2006; Sonnentag, 2003). Consistent with these findings, I posit that a hybrid 
entrepreneur with high entrepreneurial engagement will likely have high performance. 
Hence, I argue that entrepreneurial engagement mediates the relationship between 
regulatory focus and performance in entrepreneurial work. This is because research 
shows that promotion focus and prevention focus differently affect how people involve 
themselves in their work role, which in turn leads to high or low performance. For 
instance, promotion focus individuals strive to achieve high performance, which fulfils 
their ideal selves and therefore requires high engagement to achieve (Lanaj et al., 
2012). Hence, it is likely that promotion focused hybrid entrepreneurs will be disposed 
to high engagement and subsequently high performance. On the other hand, 
prevention focus individuals fulfil their ought selves by keeping to their duties and 
responsibility. But fulfilling duties and responsibility usually relates to minimum 
performance standards (Lanaj et al., 2012). However, to be engaged requires vigor and 
dedication, which goes beyond standard duties and responsibilities. Hence, prevention 
focused hybrid entrepreneurs will likely be disposed to low engagement and 
subsequently low performance. 
Hypothesis 3: Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the positive relationship between 
hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive 
performance and (c) proactive performance in entrepreneurial work.
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Hypothesis 4: Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the negative relationship 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) 
adaptive performance and (c) proactive performance in entrepreneurial work.
???? ?????????????????? ???? ??????????????????????? ???????????????? ??
????????????? ?
While regulatory focus is presumably a dispositional variable, research has 
shown that it does not always work alone (Higgins, 2000; Neubert et al., 2013). Rather 
the impact of regulatory focus is bounded by situational/contextual factors. This 
phenomenon is called regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000). Regulatory fit occurs when a 
situation amplifies the effect of regulatory focus. In other words, when promotion or 
prevention focus is congruent with a situation, then there is regulatory fit (Gamache et 
al., 2015; Higgins, 2000).
 Consistent with work-family enrichment theory (Carlson et al., 2006; 
Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), WE enrichment is defined as the acquisition of 
knowledge, skills, and behaviors by hybrid entrepreneurs from their wage work that 
is conducive to their entrepreneurial work. That is, the experiences in wage work role 
generate resources that may be used in the entrepreneurial role. Just as work and family, 
as well as work and non-work activities, intersect, so will entrepreneurial, and wage 
work activities intersect for those who engage in both roles. This intersection may be 
either negative or positive. There is conflict when one role negatively affect the other 
(Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005; Haas, 1999) and there is 
enrichment when one role positively affect the other (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; 
Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; Kirchmeyer, 1992). Indeed, some scholars argue that the 
benefits one derives from combining two roles far outweigh the burdens (Marks, 1977; 
Sieber, 1974). Marks (1977) for instance, argues that individuals have expandable 
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rather than limited resources. He further argues that not all roles consume an 
individual’s energy and that some roles are performed without any net loss of energy 
or resources.
Research in dual-role context shows that role enrichment is a key situational 
variable (Carlson et al., 2006; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). For individuals engaged in 
two roles, role enrichment has been found to be a key driver of behavioral and 
decision-making processes (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006; Grzywacz & Marks, 2000; 
Kirchmeyer, 1992). The level of enrichment can also determine how individuals 
engage cognitively, physically and emotionally. Moreover, research in dual-role 
enrichment has mostly focused on work-family contest (Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 
2007; Witt & Carlson, 2006), hence, the current study extends this area of research by 
focusing hybrid entrepreneurs. However, there are conflicting findings on whether 
enrichment from an originating domain affects the originating domain or the receiving 
domain and vice versa (Carlson, Kacmar, Zivnuska, Ferguson, & Whitten, 2011; 
Graves, Ohlott, & Ruderman, 2007; Witt & Carlson, 2006). While some studies find 
that enrichment from the originating domain affects the originating domain (Carlson, 
Hunter, Ferguson, & Whitten, 2014; Gareis, Barnett, Ertel, & Berkman, 2009), others 
find enrichment from the originating domain affecting the receiving domain (Amstad, 
Meier, Fasel, Elfering, & Semmer, 2011; McNall, Nicklin, & Masuda, 2010). 
Nevertheless, in a recent meta-analysis of work and family cross-domain relations, 
Ford, Heinen, and Langkamer (2007) concluded that a huge amount of the variability 
in job satisfaction is explained by family domain variables and a huge amount of the 
variability in family satisfaction is explained by work domain variables. Meaning that 
variables from the originating role affect the receiving role. Moreover, Rothbard (2001) 
found enrichment from originating domain affecting the receiving domain. Hence, 
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since the target role of the study is the entrepreneurial role, I focus on the cross-domain 
enrichment effect of wage work on entrepreneurial work. Consequently, I believe that 
the effect of regulatory focus on entrepreneurial engagement may be affected by WE 
enrichment. According to the theory of work-family enrichment (Greenhaus & Powell, 
2006), the positive influence of one role on another may happen through either the 
instrumental path or the affective path. The instrumental path is when a resource 
generated in one role has direct consequence on another role. The affective path, on 
the other hand, suggests that the positive emotions and affects one role generates 
influence an individual’s functioning in another role. These views are in agreement 
with the literature on work role engagement (Kahn, 1990; Xu & Thomas, 2011).
In other for wage work to have instrumental or affective (Greenhaus & Powell, 
2006) influence on entrepreneurial engagement, it has to affect the cognitive, 
emotional or behavioral components of entrepreneurial engagement (Kahn, 1990). For 
hybrid entrepreneurs to be cognitively engaged in their business, the wage work must 
encourage them to be attentive and observant to their entrepreneurial role (Kahn, 1990). 
This may happen when hybrid entrepreneurs obtain a new perspective from their wage 
work that makes them think about their business in ways it can be improved. 
Additionally, in order for wage work to affect entrepreneurial engagement, it must 
strengthen the emotional attachment of the hybrid entrepreneur to his/her business. 
This may come from the affective path in the theory of work-family enrichment 
(Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). That is, the positive emotions generated in wage work 
should help hybrid entrepreneurs to engage in their entrepreneurial role. Finally, the 
behavioral or physical aspect of entrepreneurial engagement may be enriched by wage 
work. This may come in the form of skills and material resources generated in work 
wage. For instance, hybrid entrepreneurs may learn customer relation skills, which 
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may be applied to the entrepreneurial work
Research shows that promotion focus individuals use eagerness means in 
achieving their goals, hopes, and aspirations (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1998). 
By eagerness means, promotion focus individuals ensure the presence of positive 
outcomes or ensure against the absence of positive outcomes (Higgins, 2000). In 
hybrid entrepreneurship context, the success of the entrepreneurial firm is the goal of 
promotion focused hybrid entrepreneurs. Hence, when a situation ensures the presence 
or against the absence of positive outcomes such as successful entrepreneurial firm 
(Higgins, 2000), then that situation is congruent with promotion focus. Therefore, I 
believe there is a natural fit between promotion focus and an enriching situation that 
makes possible the presence of positive outcomes. Thus, when WE enrichment is high, 
hybrid entrepreneurs with promotion focus will have a regulatory fit because of the 
transfer of knowledge, skills and other resources from wage work to entrepreneurial 
work. Accordingly, the knowledge, skills and other resources from wage work to 
entrepreneurial work will accentuate the effect of promotion focus on entrepreneurial 
engagement. They will apply the skills acquired on wage work at the entrepreneurial 
work. This makes the use of eagerness means more enjoyable for promotion focused 
hybrid entrepreneurs and makes them feel right in how they go about their 
entrepreneurial work (Aaker & Lee, 2006; Avnet & Higgins, 2006). Thus, WE 
enrichment will provide a reinforcement for hybrid entrepreneurs who are promotion 
focused. WE enrichment will provide a psychological support for being inclined to 
promotion focus. In other words, hybrid entrepreneurs with promotion focus will be 
further motivated to engage more in their entrepreneurial work because of high WE 
enrichment. In this sense, even though promotion focus positively encourages hybrid 
entrepreneurs to engage in their entrepreneurial role (Lanaj et al., 2012), high WE 
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enrichment will strengthen the already existing positive relationship between 
promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement.
On the other hand, prevention focus individuals use vigilance means in fulfilling 
their roles, duties, and obligations (Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 1998). By 
vigilance means, prevention focus individuals ensure the absence of negative 
outcomes or ensure against the presence of negative outcomes (Higgins, 2000).Their 
concern is not to achieve or advance but to prevent negative outcomes (Higgins, 1998). 
In hybrid entrepreneurship context, the avoidance of wage work loss or ensuring 
continues wage work employment is the goal of preventive focus hybrid entrepreneurs. 
Therefore, when a situation ensures the absence of negative outcomes or ensures 
against the presence of negative outcomes such as wage work loss (Higgins, 2000), 
then that situation is congruent with a prevention focus. However, because the 
acquisition of skills and resources (high WE enrichment) for advancement and 
achievement does not fit prevention focus, prevention focused hybrid entrepreneurs 
will not feel right with how they go about their entrepreneurial work (Aaker & Lee, 
2006; Higgins, 2000). This is because enrichment is at odds with negativity-oriented 
prevention focus inclinations. The acquisition of skills and knowledge has neutralizing 
effect on the usual negativity orientation of prevention focus inclination. Thus, high 
WE enrichment provides a counter effect to the conservative effect of prevention focus. 
In other words, high WE enrichment will lessen the conservative negative relationship 
of prevention focus with entrepreneurial engagement so that they will be energized to 
be risk-takers and engage more and make use of such skills as customer relation skills 
in their entrepreneurial work. This will necessitate a change in goal pursuit strategy, 
by reducing the vigilance means and adopting a more eagerness approach. Therefore, 
I expect that although prevention focus is negatively related to entrepreneurial 
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engagement (Hmieleski & Baron, 2008), this negative relationship will be buffered by 
high WE enrichment (Gamache et al., 2015).
Hypothesis 5a: WE Enrichment moderates the positive relationship between 
promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement, such that the positive relationship 
is stronger when WE enrichment was high.
Hypothesis 5b: WE enrichment moderates the negative relationship between 
prevention focus and entrepreneurial engagement, such that the negative relationship 
is weaker when WE enrichment is high.
Connecting the mediation effects to the moderating effects of WE enrichment, I 
hypothesize the following:
Hypothesis 6: WE enrichment moderates the positive relationships between hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive 
performance, and (c) proactive performance in entrepreneurial work through the 
mediating effect of entrepreneurial engagement, such that these positive mediated 
relationships are stronger when WE enrichment is high.
Hypothesis 7: WE enrichment moderates the negative relationships between hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive 
performance, and (c) proactive performance in entrepreneurial work through the 
mediating effect of entrepreneurial engagement, such that these negative mediated 
relationships are weaker when WE enrichment is high.
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??????????Research Model
???????
Considering that hybrid entrepreneurship is a relatively new research area, I firstly 
interviewed hybrid entrepreneurs to develop a better understanding of their work 
context. Then I conducted a survey to test the hypothesized model.
??????????????????????????????????
The first part of data collection was to do an interview. A convenient sample of 
16 hybrid entrepreneurs was interviewed in three cities in Ghana. Out of the sixteen 
hybrid entrepreneurs interviewed, 5 were males, and 11 were females. Eleven had a 
level of education equivalent to bachelor’s degree or above. In addition, 6 had their 
wage work in the private sector while ten were in government employment. Table 4 
presents a detailed information about individual interviewees. Using the interview 
approach is to allow respondents to talk openly about a topic in either face-to-face or 
over-the-telephone verbal exchanges with the researcher (Creswell, 2017; Rowley, 
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2012). In this study, telephone as well as face-to-face interview approaches were used. 
Each interview session lasted up to 30 minutes. Questions regarding their regulatory 
focus and intentions for being hybrid entrepreneurs as well as the skills they transfer 
from their wage work to their entrepreneurial work were asked. 
A semi-structured interview was used in accordance with Rowley (2012). The 
purpose of this interview was threefold. First, to understand the reasons why 
individuals who have fulltime jobs set up their own businesses. In other words, what 
incentives derived them to set up businesses even at the time when they were still 
employees? In addition, the interview sought to find out their specific regulatory focus. 
This is in agreement with research (Burmeister-Lamp et al., 2012) that found that 
hybrid entrepreneurs allocate time depending on their regulatory focus. Lastly, the 
study wanted to find the ways in which the wage work enrich entrepreneurial work. 
From the perspective of work-family enrichment (Carlson et al., 2014; Greenhaus & 
Powell, 2006), it has been established that two roles that may seem contradictory may 
also be enriching each other. In this sense, skills obtained from one role may actually 
help an individual to perform better in another role. That is, how do skills acquired on 
the wage work helps hybrid entrepreneurs in their entrepreneurial work. 
?????????Brief information about interview participants
Interviewee Gender Education Wage Work
Entrepreneurship 
Work
Regulatory 
Focus
1 Male Bachelors Teacher Fish Farm Prevention
2 Female Diploma Teacher
Manufacturing of 
various kinds of 
soaps and pastries Prevention
3 Female Masters Telecom Engineer
Vegetable 
Farming Promotion
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4 Male Masters Telecom Engineer Selling of vehicles Promotion
5 Female Diploma Betting manager
Manufacturing of 
local drink called 
"Sobolo" and 
pastries Prevention
6 Female Masters
Insurance 
underwriter
Selling of clothes 
and shoes Promotion
7 Female Masters Insurance marketer
Selling of clothes 
and shoes Prevention
8 Female Diploma Nurse
Fashion designer 
and general 
trading Prevention
9 Female Certificate Nurse
Pub owner and 
general trader Prevention
10 Female Bachelors Nurse Bead maker Prevention
11 Male Bachelors
Laboratory 
Technician Trader Prevention
12 Male Bachelors
Pharmaceutical 
sales person
Pharmaceuticals 
seller Promotion
13 Female Diploma Teacher Sale of water Prevention
14 Male Masters Teacher
Mobile Money 
Operator Promotion
15 Female Diploma Teacher
Chemical and 
drugs seller Prevention
16 Female Bachelors
Emergency Medical 
Technician 
Mobile Money 
Operator Prevention
???????????
Before every interview session started, I gave a brief introduction of myself 
including the name of my university, the program I am reading and the purpose of my 
research. Because laymen do not easily understand the concept of hybrid 
entrepreneurship, I explained the term “hybrid entrepreneurship” to interviewees to 
make sure they fit the description of a hybrid entrepreneur before the interviews start. 
In addition to the above, every interviewee was assured of the confidentiality of his or 
her responses. The interviews were recorded after permission has been asked, and 
confidentiality has been assured. Of the total sixteen (16) interviewees, ten were face-
to-face interviews whereas the remaining six were telephone interviews. 
The interview was divided into two stages. Stage 1 primarily focused on 
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obtaining demographic information from the interviewees. It also includes finding out 
the specific type of wage work and entrepreneurial work they engaged in. At this stage, 
specific questions about names, nature of wage work and entrepreneurial work and 
education were asked.
In the second part of the interview, questions relating to the studied variables were 
asked. They included why as employees they would establish an entrepreneurial firm. 
They also talked about the skills they are able to transfer from their wage work to their 
entrepreneurial work as well as their regulatory tendencies. 
Similar to Aime, Humphrey, DeRue, & Paul (2014) and Edmondson (1999), the 
purpose of these interviews is not to test my hypotheses but rather to gain an 
understanding of the experiences of hybrid entrepreneurs. It is also to help me 
understand from the point of view of hybrid entrepreneurs the meaning of WE 
enrichment and how they react to situations depending on their regulatory focus.
In analyzing the interview data, I transcribed the data verbatim and read through 
the data several times in order to become conversant with it. While reading through, I 
made notes of potential codes that had links to the research questions and previous 
research. As this process continues, some codes are merged or combined with others, 
and in some cases, new codes arise.
???????????????????
Reasons
Concerning reasons for engaging in hybrid entrepreneurship, four key reasons are 
identified. First, additional income is one of the reasons why people engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship. For those who engaged in hybrid entrepreneurship, for this reason, 
the economic situation pushes them. Interviewee number 5, who is into sobolo making, 
a local non-alcoholic drink, noted that “I don’t even have the passion for doing sobolo 
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but it was the economic situation, I needed money.” Interviewee number 7, an 
insurance marketer, who is into trading simultaneously, also says that she went into 
other business purely because of economic reasons “It’s because of other income 
purposes not because I love it”. Likewise, interviewee number 10, a nurse, says her 
beading business is for economic purpose “I being a salaried worker, if it’s not the end 
of the month I don’t get money from anywhere, but with the beading business if 
someone orders something, I do it and get the money outright.” 
Second, while these hybrid entrepreneurs engaged in entrepreneurship for 
economic reasons, others engaged in hybrid entrepreneurship for the passion they had 
for the activities. For instances, interviewee number 3 whose fulltime job is telecom 
engineer and who is into commercial farming as a second job says, “as for farming, I 
am doing it because of the passion I have for it.” Likewise, interviewee number 4, a 
telecom engineer who also deals in automobiles says selling cars “is my passion as I 
grew up as a hustler and a lot of things came my way, one of them is dealing in 
automobiles.” 
Third, there are those who are using hybrid entrepreneurship as a stepping-stone 
to fulltime entrepreneurship. One such case is interviewee number 12, who has 
established a pharmaceutical shop, says, “Yes, I am trying to build my business such 
that I will stop working for others and be with myself fully.” He also gives a reason 
why he is not into business fulltime yet “The pharmaceutical industry is a massive 
investment industry, drugs are expensive, so I can’t get everything, so I want to serve 
and get the leverages.” 
Fourth, in addition to the above reasons, one other unique reason was uncovered 
in the interviews. Those who engage in hybrid entrepreneurship for a combination of 
reasons. Some engage in hybrid entrepreneurship for a mixture of passion and 
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financial reasons as well as the beauty of the activity. Interviewee number 1, a teacher 
as well as a fish farmer says he engaged in fish farming for the passion and the 
economic benefit he stands to gain “Looking at the standard of living within the 
economy, being in the education sector alone and the income from the education sector 
alone is not enough. So, with the passion I have and the availability of the resources 
for the fish farming, I opted to go into fish farming.” 
In addition to the financial gains, interviewee number 10 says she was drawn to 
the business because of the skill “I would say the skill fascinated me. How someone 
can use a simple thing like a bead to create something so beautiful… that fascinated 
me.” These are consistent with findings from previous studies. According to Folta et 
al. (2010), there are three theoretical rationales for engaging in hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Consistent with this proposition, the interviews unearthed three 
rationales, which are supplementary incomes, transitional and non-monetary benefits 
rationales. Adding to their research, the current study finds that a combination of 
reasons can influence people to engage in hybrid entrepreneurship.
Enrichment
Although hybrid entrepreneurs engage in a variety of ventures, what is clear from 
the interviews is that most of the hybrid entrepreneurs learn skills that benefit them in 
their entrepreneurial work. In most cases, the wage work and the entrepreneurial work 
are completely different, but certain skills are still transferred. This transfer of skills 
and knowledge is termed wage work to entrepreneurship enrichment (WE enrichment). 
Some of these skills are in the form of customer relations. Interviewee number 7 
transfers her customer skills from her insurance job to her entrepreneurial work 
“Because of my experience with wage work customers; I have learned to be patient. I 
have also learned that I must understand every customer in their own unique way. 
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Every customer and their needs.” Although she learns from both jobs, she also says 
that she learns more skills from her wage work, which she applies to her 
entrepreneurial work “If I should quantify, I would say the wage work give me more 
knowledge than my personal business.” In the same way, interviewee number 10 uses 
her medical knowledge as a nurse to help her other entrepreneurial colleagues and 
customers “When they complain about a backache or something, most of which relate 
to hazards in the job. In such cases, I advise them to go for a massage or to do a lot of 
exercises. And sometimes too from the way I talk they will ask me, what job I do and I 
will tell them I am a nurse and then advise them.” 
Interviewee number 2 also benefits from the knowledge she acquires from her 
wage work, “Teaching (wage work) has also made me time conscious and my business 
benefits from this skill.” There are those whose jobs are so different they are not able 
to transfer any skill to either the wage work or the entrepreneurial work. Interviewee 
number 3 does not see how his two jobs relate “Oh no… Telecom and farming don’t 
have anything in common, maybe they have, but I’ve not actually thought of ways the 
wage work helps me to be a good farmer.”
Regulatory Focus
The interview also asked questions that sought to find out hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
prevention and promotion focus identities. Research shows that people with different 
regulatory focus act differently. For instance, Burmeister-Lamp et al. (2012) found that 
promotion focused hybrid entrepreneurs allocated more time to their venture than 
prevention focused hybrid entrepreneurs under risky situations. This is consistent with 
research that found that promotion focused individuals fancy risky activities (Bryant 
& Dunford, 2008; Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Hamstra, VanYperen, Wisse, & Sassenberg, 
2011). 
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Research on hybrid entrepreneurship suggests that some people engage in hybrid 
entrepreneurship as a means to fulltime entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). The 
transition from hybrid to fulltime entrepreneurship status means that the individual 
will stop working on his or her paid job. Considering the fact that there is a high failure 
rate of new ventures (Shane, 2000), this will not be an easy decision, especially if the 
new business has not started yielding regular income. Besides, leaving the wage job 
may come with certain costs such as loss of retirement and employer health care 
benefits. According to Folta et al. (2010), such costs assume a greater weight in making 
the switching decision.
I argue, however, that despite the constraining factors, promotion focus 
individuals will likely have the intention to become fulltime entrepreneurs. This is 
because individuals with promotion focus are more interested in the achievement of 
establishing their own firms than the likely opportunity costs they will incur when they 
leave their wage work (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998). On the other hand, 
individuals who are prevention focused are primarily concerned with their obligations 
and duties (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998) and are confined to some extent by 
the rules and regulations of their paid jobs. Hence, prevention focused hybrid 
entrepreneurs may have a lesser willingness to transition to fulltime entrepreneurship.
Consistent with these arguments the interview shows that some hybrid 
entrepreneurs are more willing to transition than others are. Interviewee number 3, for 
instance, wants to become a fulltime entrepreneur by giving himself time frames “Yes 
definitely. I had a plan that 10 years after leaving school I should have my own 
business and I am in the 13th year without a business. But I keep going, and I believe 
by 5 years’ time I should be out of wage work and become a fulltime entrepreneur.” 
He also says, “The entrepreneurship (farming) is the final destination because I believe 
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this is what I want to do, but because of financial issues I need to work to support the 
farm. In actual fact, I see the farm as the main job with the wage work as a supporting 
job.” Interviewee number 4 also wishes to have his own business as soon as possible 
“Yes, in about three years’ time I want to become a fulltime entrepreneur.” 
However, for interviewee number 8 becoming a fulltime entrepreneur is not part 
of her agenda “I just wanted extra income, not because I wanted to become a fulltime 
entrepreneur.” Similarly, interviewee number 10 does not see herself transitioning to 
a fulltime entrepreneur “No, I wouldn’t want to make bead making a fulltime job. I 
prefer to be a nurse (wage work) and doing this (bead making) alongside. No matter 
how big the beading business becomes, I will still want to be a nurse. The nursing is 
my number one priority.” Likewise, interviewee number 15 does not see any way she 
will become a fulltime entrepreneur “No, no matter what happens, I will still be in my 
wage work. In any case, I am doing this business with my husband, so if it becomes 
very big, he will be around to help in managing it, whiles I do my wage work alongside.” 
Consistent with the regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1998), the interview shows two 
groups of hybrid entrepreneurs. Those who exhibit promotion focus and those who 
exhibit prevention focus tendencies. 
????????????????????? ?????????????????
Relying on a personal network, questionnaires were distributed to hybrid 
entrepreneurs in three cities in Ghana. The hybrid entrepreneurs who responded to the 
questionnaire were of varied backgrounds. For their wage work, some were teachers, 
insurance personnel, sales and distribution executives, electricity service workers, 
health professionals as well as bankers. They engaged in hybrid entrepreneurship 
activities of various kinds. Some were into commercial farming, financial services, 
hospitality services including food and catering, as well as sale of clothing and 
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automobiles. As a matter of this study’s focus, the target population for the study was 
hybrid entrepreneurs who had partners or co-founders. The intention was that they 
would answer the questions regarding the focal hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance. As 
a result, those who did not have partners were removed from final analysis.
While some companies did not allow it for their employees to have another job, 
for other companies it was not an issue of concern. For those hybrid entrepreneurs 
whose companies did not allow for second job, questionnaires were distributed at their 
entrepreneurial work otherwise the questionnaire were given at the wage work.  
?????????????
For the quantitative study, a total of 329 hybrid entrepreneurs in three cities in 
Ghana were invited to participate in a questionnaire survey. To prevent common 
method bias, the study adopted a multisource approach by dividing the questionnaire 
into two parts, one for the focal hybrid entrepreneurs themselves and the other part for 
their partners or co-founders (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). While the 
focal hybrid entrepreneurs responded to control variables, their regulatory focus, 
entrepreneurial engagement and WE enrichment, their co-founders or partners rated 
items on proficient, adaptive and proactive performance of the focal entrepreneurs. 
Respondents were giving confidentiality assurance. A participant who did not have 
partners were removed from the final analysis. Finally, I obtained 272 completed and 
matched responses (response rate = 82.7%). Of the 272 respondents, 181 (66.5%) were 
males. The respondents had an average age of 34.26 years and a mean of 4.78 years 
hybrid entrepreneurial experience. One hundred and sixty-one (59.2%) had an 
educational qualification equivalent to bachelor’s degree or above with the remaining 
111 (40.8) having qualifications lower than bachelor’s degree.
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?????????
Entrepreneurial promotion and prevention focus: Entrepreneurial Promotion 
and prevention focus were measured based on Higgins's (1998) regulatory focus 
theory. Hybrid entrepreneurs were asked to indicate the extent to which they wanted 
advancement in their entrepreneurial venture or safety in their wage work. Promotion 
focus indicates the need for advancement or achievement whiles prevention focus 
indicates the need for safety or security. The specific measure of these variables used 
in this study was adapted from Neubert et al. (2008). The adaptation was necessary 
because the context for this study is different from what has previously been studied. 
The participants in this study had the unique feature of being employees as well as 
entrepreneurs. Previous scholars including Shin, Song, and Biswas (2014) have used 
this measure. 
Sample items for entrepreneurial promotion focus were “I take chances at my 
wage work to advance my entrepreneurial goals”, “I tend to take risks at my wage 
work in order to achieve my entrepreneurial goals”, “If my wage work does not allow 
for my business to advance, I would likely quit my wage work”. The alpha reliability 
for this scale was .91. Sample items for entrepreneurial prevention focus were “I 
concentrate on completing my wage work tasks correctly to increase my job security”, 
“If my business activities do not allow me to complete wage work tasks, I would likely 
quit my business activities”, “Most times my attention is on completing my assigned 
wage work duties rather than thinking of my business activities.” The alpha reliability 
for this scale was .96. Items were rated on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7), with “undecided (4)” being the mid-
point. There were nine items for each measure. 
Entrepreneurial engagement: This scale was adopted from Xu and Thomas 
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(2011). The measure had two items for each of the psychological conditions in Kahn's 
(1990) conceptualization of engagement, which includes cognitive, behavioral, and 
emotional components of engagement. Previous scholars (May, Gilson, & Harter, 
2004; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010) have adopted this approach to develop 
engagement scale. The scale asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they 
are able to engage in their entrepreneurial venture even though they have wage jobs. 
This measure is part of the model as a mediator. Sample items were “I work as an 
employee but I still take an active interest in what happens in my business.” and “I 
feel a sense of commitment to my business regardless of my wage work”. Items were 
rated on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly 
agree” (7), with “undecided (4)” being the mid-point. The Cronbach’s alpha was .80.
WE enrichment: WE enrichment was measured based on the work-to-family 
enrichment theory. Specifically, hybrid entrepreneurs were asked about the 
enrichments they gain from their wage work to their entrepreneurial venture. WE 
enrichment was measured using nine items work-to-family enrichment scale 
developed by Carlson et al. (2006). Zhang, Kwong Kwan, Everett, and Jian (2012) 
and Michel and Clark (2009) have used this measure. This measure is included in the 
model as moderator. Sample items for WE enrichment were “My involvement in wage 
work helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better entrepreneur”, “My 
involvement in wage work helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better 
entrepreneur”. The alpha reliability for this scale was .88. Items were rated on a seven-
point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7), with 
“undecided (4)” being the mid-point. 
Proficient, adaptive and proactive performance in Entrepreneurial Work: I 
used the scales developed by Griffin et al. (2007) to measure the three types of 
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performance in entrepreneurial work. The hybrid entrepreneurs did not rate items for 
these variables but rather, their partners rated them. Nine items, three for each sub-
dimension of performance in entrepreneurial work were used. Sample items for 
proficient performance were “He/she carries out the core parts of this business well” 
and “He/she completes the core tasks required by this business well using the standard 
procedures”. The Cronbach’s alpha for proficient performance was .81. Sample items 
for adaptive performance were “He/she has dealt effectively with changes affecting 
this business (e.g., Stock problems)” and “He/she has learnt new skills or taken on 
new roles to cope with changes in this business (e.g., Low patronage)”. The 
Cronbach’s alpha for adaptive performance was .87. Sample items for proactive 
performance included: “He/she often suggests ways to make this business more 
effective” and “He/she often develops new and improved methods to help this business 
perform better”. The Cronbach’s alpha for proactive performance was .74. ”. All items 
were rated on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from “strongly disagree” (1) to 
“strongly agree” (7), with “undecided (4)” being the mid-point.
Control Variables
Previous research has shown that age is a relevant variable in a person’s decision 
to enter into entrepreneurship (Kautonen, Down, & Minniti, 2014; Singh & DeNoble, 
2003). While some scholars argue that age has a linear relationship with 
entrepreneurial behavior (Lévesque & Minniti, 2006), others argue it has a U-shaped 
relationship (Kautonen et al., 2014). Others have used a “ladder metaphor” to explain 
that the likelihood of people considering themselves as entrepreneurs reduces as they 
get older (van der Zwan et al., 2010). Recently, in a study of hybrid entrepreneurship, 
Thorgren et al. (2016) found age to have a U-shaped relationship with the decision to 
transition to fulltime entrepreneurship. Additionally, an individuals’ level of 
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entrepreneurial experience has been mooted to influence their hybrid entrepreneurial 
entry (Folta et al., 2010). Their experience in hybrid entrepreneurship may provide 
them with skills when they become fulltime entrepreneurs. I therefore controlled for 
the effect of hybrid entrepreneurs’ age and experience in this study. Age and hybrid 
entrepreneurial experience were measured in years.
I also included education as a control variable. Previous studies have found that 
hybrid entrepreneurs are better educated than fulltime entrepreneurs (Folta et al., 
2010). Schulz et al. (2016) also found that hybrid entrepreneurs respond to public 
policy on entry regulation better than fulltime entrepreneurs. They further found that 
the effect is strongest for highly educated hybrid entrepreneurs. Hence, I controlled 
for hybrid entrepreneurs educational level in this study. Education was measured as 
(1) bachelor’s degree and above and (0) otherwise.
Gender was controlled in this study as (1) males and (0) females. Gender has been 
found to be related entrepreneurial behavior (Kimmel &Powell, 1999) and has been 
controlled in previous hybrid entrepreneurship studies (Schulz et al., 2016; Thorgren 
et al., 2014, 2016). 
Risk-taking propensity was measured using four items adopted from Gibcus et al. 
(2012). A sample item was “I am willing to take risks.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .73. 
Risk aversion has been proposed as one of the reason why an individual may choose 
hybrid over fulltime entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014). 
Hence, risk-taking propensity was controlled. Two specific motivations for engaging 
in hybrid entrepreneurship were controlled. Broadly, research shows that hybrid 
entrepreneurs may want to use hybrid entrepreneurship as a test for future fulltime 
entrepreneurship (Folta et al., 2010). Others may also want to keep being hybrid 
entrepreneurs in order to make additional income or do something one enjoys. These 
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reasons were categorized into two as testing and security motivations for those who 
want to become fulltime entrepreneurs and those who wants additional income, 
respectively. Both scales were adopted from Viljamaa, and Varamäki, (2014). A 
sample item for testing motivation was “I would rather be a full-time entrepreneur than 
in full-time salaried employment.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .73. A sample item for 
security motivation was “The business is for me partly a back-up plan in case of 
unemployment.” The Cronbach’s alpha was .72. Four items were used to measure 
testing motivation and two items for security motivation. I also included dual role 
similarities as a control variable. This is because how similar the entrepreneurial work 
is to the wage can have an impact on how hybrid entrepreneurs engage and perform. 
Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they see similarities between their 
wage work and entrepreneurial work. This was a one item measure ranging from 1= 
very dissimilar to 7= very similar.
?
?????????Factor analysis for regulatory focus items. 
Items
Component
Factor 1 Factor 2
1. I take chances at work to maximize my goals for entrepreneurial 
advancement.
????? .464
2. I tend to take risks at my wage work in order to achieve 
entrepreneurial success.
????? .454
3. If I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk, high-reward 
project on my wage work, I would definitely take it.
????? .461
4. If my wage work does not allow for entrepreneurial 
advancement, I would likely quit this job.
????? .476
5. A chance to grow my own business is an important factor for 
me when looking for an employment job.
????? .468
6. I focus on accomplishing job tasks in my wage work that will 
further my entrepreneurial advancement.
????? .538
7. I spend a great deal of time envisioning how to fulfill my 
entrepreneurial aspirations.
????? .491
8. My work priorities are impacted by a clear picture of an 
entrepreneur I aspire to be.
????? .521
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Pilot study
Because the measures for hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion and prevention focus were 
adapted, modified and used in a completely different research setting, it was necessary 
for a pilot study to be done to test the validity of the somewhat new measure. Before 
the actual survey was administered, a convenience sample of sixty-six hybrid 
entrepreneurs were purposively selected to answer questions regarding their 
promotion and prevention focus in the first week of data collection. All sixty-six 
questionnaires were received but four respondents were removed for missing data 
purposes, representing 94% valid responses. The pilot study responses showed 
satisfactory reliability with promotion focus and prevention focus having .97 
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha. Exploratory factor analysis was done for both the 
regulatory focus items. Results showed that promotion focus and prevention focus 
loaded on two separate factors, factor 1and 2 respectively as can be seen from table 5. 
In addition, a confirmatory factor analysis was done for the two variables. The results 
show that the 2-factor model fit the data better [χ2 (134, N = 62) = 371.53, χ2/df = 2.77, 
9. At my wage work, I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations 
to be an entrepreneur.
????? .389
1. I concentrate on completing my wage work tasks correctly to 
increase my job security.
-.355 ?????
2. At my wage work, I focus my attention on completing my 
assigned responsibilities.
-.476 ?????
3. Fulfilling my wage work duties is very important to me. -.466 ?????
4. At my wage work, I strive to live up to the responsibilities and 
duties given to me by others.
-.491 ?????
5. At my wage work, I am often focused on accomplishing tasks 
that will support my need for security.
-.603 ?????
6. I do everything I can to avoid loss at my wage work. -.635 ?????
7. Job security is an important factor for me in searching for 
employment jobs.
-.517 ?????
8. I focus my attention on avoiding failure at my wage work. -.489 ?????
9. I am very careful to avoid exposing myself to potential losses at 
my wage work.
-.539 ?????
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RMSEA = .17, CFI = .84, TLI = .82, SRMR = .70] than a 1-factor model [χ2 (135, N 
= 62) = 957.40, χ2/df = 7.14, RMSEA = .31, CFI = .45, TLI = .38, SRMR = .33]. As a 
result, all items were retained.
??????????Examination of Moderated Mediation with Latent Variables Results 
Unstandardized Path Estimates
??????????????????????
I first assessed the measurement model via confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). 
The default model (table 6 model 1) assumed the presence of seven correlated factors 
representing promotion focus, prevention focus, WE enrichment as well as 
entrepreneurial engagement, proficient, adaptive, and proactive performance in 
entrepreneurial work. Due to the complexity of my model, I used the item parceling 
approach to obtain more reliable estimation (Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 
2002; Williams, Vandenberg, & Edwards, 2009). I created three item parcels for each 
of all the hybrid entrepreneur-rated variables that had more than three items by 
sequentially averaging items with the highest and lowest loadings (Landis, Beal, & 
Tesluk, 2000). I tested the model with the new items resulting from the parceling. This 
assists in producing a more accurate fit of the model when the number of items per 
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factor is low, especially when the sample size is relatively small (Hall, Snell, & Foust, 
1999; Landis et al., 2000). I then estimated two latent models: a mediation model and 
a moderated mediation model. 
In both confirmatory factor and model analyses, I used Mplus 7.4 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 2017). Following Hu and Bentler (1999), I assessed model fit using the 
Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). 
TLI and CFI values of .95 or above and RMSEA values .06 and SRMR values.08 or 
below indicate satisfactory fit.? ?
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???????????? ????????? ?????
The mediation model had an acceptable fit [χ2 (232, N = 272) = 422.63, χ2/df = 
1.82, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .95, TLI = .93, SRMR = .06]. I conducted a nested model 
analysis with the mediation model to test whether alternative models were better 
(Little, Slegers & Card, 2006). I compared the proposed partial mediation model to a 
full mediation model and a direct effect model. The partial mediation model had a 
better fit than the full mediation model [χ2 (238, N = 272) = 465.83, χ2/df = 1.92, 
RMSEA = .06, CFI = .94, TLI = .92, SRMR = .08] and the direct effect model [χ2 (237, 
N = 272) = 514.24, χ2/df = 2.17, RMSEA = .07, CFI = .92, TLI = .90, SRMR = .12]. 
This indicates that the proposed partial mediation model is better. Table 8 summarizes 
the results for mediation model. In support of Hypotheses 1a–1c, hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
promotion focus is positively and significantly related to (a) proficient performance 
(B = .27, p < .01), (b) adaptive performance (B = .37, p < .01) and (c) proactive 
performance (B = .33, p < .01) in their entrepreneurial work. Prevention focus 
negatively and significantly related to (a) proficient performance (B = -.12, p < .05), 
(b) adaptive performance (B = -.18, p < .01), but not related to (c) proactive 
performance (B = -.06, p > .10), which support Hypotheses 2a and 2b but not 2c. These 
results are presented in Table 8.
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 BC CI = [.11, .28]), (3b) adaptive performance (indirect effect = .15, 95% BC CI = 
[.08, .23]), and (3c) proactive performance (indirect effect = .10, 95% BC CI = 
[.03, .17]) in entrepreneurial work.
Hypothesis 4 predicts that hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus is negatively 
related to (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance, and (c) proactive 
performance in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement. In support of Hypothesis 4a–4c, entrepreneurial engagement mediated 
the negative relationships of prevention focus with (4a) proficient performance 
(indirect effect = -.05, 95% BC CI = [-.10, -.02]), (4b) adaptive performance (indirect 
effect = -.04, 95% BC CI = [-.08, -.01]), and (4c) proactive performance (indirect effect 
= -.03, 95% BC CI = [-.06, -.004]) in entrepreneurial work. A further analysis of the 
mediation shows that the relationship between prevention focus and proactive 
performance (B = -.06, p > .10) was not significant. However, the relationships 
between prevention focus and entrepreneurial engagement (B = -.12, p < .05) and 
between entrepreneurial engagement and proactive performance (B = .24, p < .05) 
were all significant. This indicates that entrepreneurial engagement fully mediates the 
relationship between prevention focus and proactive performance.
?????????Mediation and Moderated Mediation Effects
??
????????? ????????
??????
???? ???
???
Mediation
Promotion Focus? EGG? Proficient performance .19 (.05) .11, .28
Promotion Focus? EGG? Adaptive performance .15 (.05) .08, .23
Promotion Focus? EGG? Proactive performance .10 (.05) .03, .17
Prevention Focus? EGG? Proficient performance -.05 (.03) -.10, -.02
Prevention Focus? EGG? Adaptive performance -.04 (.02) -.08, -.01
Prevention Focus? EGG? Proactive performance -.03 (.02) -.06, -.004
Moderated Mediation Index
Promotion Focus? EGG? Proficient performance
Moderated Mediation Index .13 (.05) .07, .23
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Low WE Enrichment .06 (.06) -.03, .16
High WE Enrichment .32 (.08) .21, .48
Promotion Focus? EGG? Adaptive performance
Moderated Mediation Index .11 (.05) .05, .21
Low WE Enrichment .05 (.06) -.03, .15
High WE Enrichment .28 (.09) .17, .44
Promotion Focus? EGG? Proactive performance
Moderated Mediation Index .08 (.04) .03, .16
Low WE Enrichment .04 (.04) -.02, .10
High WE Enrichment .19 (.08) .08, .33
Prevention Focus? EGG? Proficient performance
Moderated Mediation Index .05 (.03) .02, .10
Low WE Enrichment -.23 (.07) -.36, -.14
High WE Enrichment -.13 (.07) -.27, -.03
Prevention Focus? EGG? Adaptive performance
Moderated Mediation Index .05 (.02) .02, .09
Low WE Enrichment -.21 (.07) -.34, -.12
High WE Enrichment -.11 (.07) -.27, -.03
Prevention Focus? EGG? Proactive performance
Moderated Mediation Index .03 (.02) .01, .07
Low WE Enrichment -.14 (.06) -.26, -.06
High WE Enrichment -.08 (.05) -.20, -.02
???????????? ????????? ????????? ?????
Following Cheung and Lau (2017), latent moderated structural equations (LMS) 
was used to test my moderated mediation model. In this model, I included WE 
enrichment as a moderator and introduced an interaction effect between WE 
enrichment and promotion focus and prevention focus to predict entrepreneurial 
intention. Apart from the interaction terms, the rest of the model specification is 
exactly the same as the mediation model. Simulation analysis by Cheung and Lau 
(2017) has revealed that the LMS method corrects measurement error biases when 
estimating latent interaction effects. In addition, unlike the regression method, the 
LMS method provides accurate parameter coefficients and confidence intervals. 
However, the LMS method does not allow the usual fit indices in the output, hence, 
Log-likelihood statistic was used to compute a chi-square different test. I compared 
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the Log-likelihood statistic of this model to a similar model that has its interaction 
terms constrained to zero. The model with constrained interactions had a Log-
likelihood statistic of -2LL= 16155.14 and the proposed moderated mediation model 
had a Log-likelihood statistic of -2LL=16142.06. The difference in fit chi-square is 
16155.14 - 16142. = 13.08 (Pituch, & Stevens, 2015). Chi-square difference test was 
significant 13.08 < .01. Because the chi-square test statistic of 13.08 exceeds the 
critical values of 9.21 (df = 2), this shows that the moderated mediation model with 
the interactions is better than the one without the interactions (Pituch, & Stevens, 
2015).
Table 9 presents the results of the moderated mediation path model. Before 
testing Hypotheses 6 and 7, I tested for the interactional effect of Hypotheses 5a and 
5b. 
Hypothesis 5a proposes that WE Enrichment strengthens the positive relationship 
between promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement such that the positive 
relationship is stronger when WE enrichment is high. In support of Hypothesis 5a, 
there was a statistically significant interaction between promotion focus and WE 
enrichment on entrepreneurial engagement (B = .28, p < .01). Hypothesis 5b predicts 
that WE enrichment moderates the negative relationship between prevention focus and 
entrepreneurial engagement, such that this negative relationship is weaker when WE 
enrichment is high. In support of Hypothesis 5b, WE enrichment statistically 
attenuated the negative relationship between prevention focus entrepreneurial 
engagement (B = .11, p < .05). Table 10 presents the results of the moderation effects. 
To ascertain the interaction patterns, I plotted the relationship between promotion 
focus and entrepreneurial engagement at high and low values of WE enrichment, 
defined as one standard deviation above and below the mean value, respectively 
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(Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003) (Figure 3). I also plotted the relationship 
between prevention focus and entrepreneurial engagement at high and low values of 
WE enrichment (Figure 4). 
The simple slope tests show that the effect of promotion focus on entrepreneurial 
engagement was not significant for hybrid entrepreneurs who reported low WE 
enrichments (simple slope = .13, p > .10) but was positive and significant for hybrid 
entrepreneurs who reported high WE enrichments (simple slope = .70, p < .01). In 
addition, the simple slope tests show that the effect of prevention focus on 
entrepreneurial engagement was negative and significant for hybrid entrepreneurs who 
reported low WE enrichments (simple slope = -.52, p < .01) and also significant for 
hybrid entrepreneurs who reported high WE enrichments (simple slope = -.28, p < .10) 
but with a reduced magnitude. Taken together, these results supported Hypotheses 5a 
and 5b.
??????????The Interaction Effect between Promotion Focus and WE Enrichment 
on Entrepreneurial Engagement
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Hypothesis 6 proposes that the positive relationships of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
promotion focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance, and (c) 
proactive performance in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of 
entrepreneurial engagement is stronger when WE enrichment is high. In support of 
this Hypothesis, the indices of moderated mediation (Hayes, 2015), that is, the product 
term of the interaction effect between promotion focus and WE enrichment on 
entrepreneurial engagement and the direct effects of entrepreneurial engagement on 
(a) proficient performance (index = .13, p < .01), (b) adaptive performance (index 
= .11, p < .05), and (c) proactive performance (index = .08, p < .10) in entrepreneurial 
work, were all statistically significant. As shown in Table 9, the conditional indirect 
effects of promotion focus on (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance 
and (c) proactive performance through entrepreneurial engagement was not significant 
for (a) B = .06, 95% BC CI = [-.03, .16], (b) B = .05, 95% BC CI = [-.03, .15] and (c) 
B = .04, 95% BC CI = [-.02, .10] when WE enrichment was low, respectively. On the 
other hand, the conditional indirect effect of promotion focus on (a) proficient 
performance, (b) adaptive performance and (c) proactive performance through 
entrepreneurial engagement was significant and positive for (a) B = .32, 95% BC CI 
= [.21, .48], (b) B = .28, 95% BC CI = [.17, .44] and (c) B = .19, 95% BC CI = [.08, .33] 
when WE enrichment was high, respectively. 
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??????????The Interaction Effect between Prevention Focus and WE Enrichment 
on Entrepreneurial Engagement
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Hypothesis 7 proposes that the negative relationships of hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
prevention focus and (a) proficient performance, (b) adaptive performance, and (c) 
proactive performance in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of 
entrepreneurial engagement is attenuated when WE enrichment is high. Supporting 
this Hypothesis, the moderated mediation indices for the effect of prevention focus 
and WE enrichment through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial engagement on (a) 
proficient performance (index = .05, p < .05), (b) adaptive performance (index = .05, 
p < .05) and (c) proactive performance in entrepreneurial work (index = .03, p < .10) 
were all statistically significant. 
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through entrepreneurial engagement was significant and negative for (a) B = -.23, 
95% BC CI = [-.36, -.14], (b) B = -.21, 95% BC CI = [-.34, -.12] and (c) B = -.14, 95% 
BC CI = [-.26, -.06] when WE enrichment was low, respectively. On the other hand, 
the conditional indirect effect of prevention focus on (a) proficient performance, (b) 
adaptive performance and (c) proactive performance through entrepreneurial 
engagement were also significant and negative with a reduced magnitude for (a) B = 
-.13, 95% BC CI = [-.27, -.03], but not significant for (b) B = -.11, 95% BC CI = 
[-.27, .03] and (c) B = -.08, 95% BC CI = [-.20, .02] when WE enrichment was high, 
respectively. These moderated mediation effects are reported in Table 9. Table 11 
presents a summary of supported and not supported Hypotheses.
??????????Brief summary of hypotheses
Hypotheses Supported
Not
Supported
?????????????: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus is positively related 
to their proficient performance in entrepreneurial work. √
?????????????: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus is positively related 
to their adaptive performance in entrepreneurial work. √
?????????????: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus is positively related 
to their proactive performance in entrepreneurial work. √
?????????????: Hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus is negatively related 
to their proficient performance in entrepreneurial work. √
?????????????? Hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus is negatively related 
to their adaptive performance in entrepreneurial work. √
?????????????? Hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus is negatively related 
to their proactive performance in entrepreneurial work.
??
?
??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the positive 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and proficient 
performance in entrepreneurial work. √
??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the positive 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and adaptive 
performance in entrepreneurial work. √
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??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the positive 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and proactive 
performance in entrepreneurial work. √
??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the negative 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and proficient 
performance in entrepreneurial work.
√
??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the negative 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and adaptive 
performance in entrepreneurial work.
√
??????????? ??? Entrepreneurial engagement mediates the negative 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and proactive 
performance in entrepreneurial work.
√
??????????????WE Enrichment moderates the positive relationship between 
promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement, such that the positive 
relationship is stronger when WE enrichment was high.
√
?????????????: WE enrichment moderates the negative relationship between 
prevention focus and entrepreneurial engagement, such that the negative 
relationship is weaker when WE enrichment is high.
√
??????????? ??? WE enrichment moderates the positive relationships 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and proficient performance 
in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these positive mediated relationships are stronger 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
??????????? ??? WE enrichment moderates the positive relationships 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and adaptive performance in 
entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these positive mediated relationships are stronger 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
?????????????: WE enrichment moderates the positive relationships between 
hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and proactive performance in 
entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these positive mediated relationships are stronger 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
??????????? ??? WE enrichment moderates the negative relationships 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and proficient performance 
in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these negative mediated relationships are weaker 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
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??????????? ??? WE enrichment moderates the negative relationships 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and adaptive performance 
in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these negative mediated relationships are weaker 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
??????????? ??? WE enrichment moderates the negative relationships 
between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and proactive performance 
in entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial 
engagement, such that these negative mediated relationships are weaker 
when WE enrichment is high.
√
??????????????????
?????????????????????????
The current study examines a model that explains how and when regulatory focus 
influences hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance in entrepreneurial work. Based on 
regulatory focus theory, I explored how individual differences in regulatory focus 
affect proficient, adaptive and proactive performance of hybrid entrepreneurs in their 
entrepreneurial work through the mediating effect of entrepreneurial engagement. 
Additionally, I examine the moderating role of WE enrichment from a cross-role 
perspective. The results show that hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and 
prevention focus were positively and negatively related to the three types of 
performance in entrepreneurial work respectively. These effects are mediated by 
entrepreneurial engagement. Further, I found that WE enrichment strengthens the 
positive relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ promotion focus and 
entrepreneurial engagement. WE enrichment, however, buffered the negative 
relationship between hybrid entrepreneurs’ prevention focus and entrepreneurial 
engagement. I also found some interesting moderated mediation effects. The findings 
provide some significant theoretical implications.
First, the study provides a theoretical clarification as well as empirical evidence 
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for how and when promotion and prevention foci influence a hybrid entrepreneur’s 
performance in entrepreneurial work (Hmieleski & Corbett, 2008). Based on the 
regulatory focus theory (Higgins, 1998), I theorized and found that hybrid 
entrepreneurs who are promotion focus perform better in their entrepreneurial work. 
That is, hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance in entrepreneurial work is differentially 
affected by their personality traits. In the current study, the effect of promotion focus 
and prevention focus on performance in entrepreneurial work are positive and negative, 
respectively. This extends previous studies (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee & Feng, 2014; 
Thorgren et al., 2014) that focused on factors influencing hybrid entrepreneurship to 
factors influencing hybrid entrepreneurs’ performance. It also extends previous 
research on hybrid entrepreneurs’ time allocation between wage work and 
entrepreneurial work (Burmeister-Lamp et al., 2012; Cooper, Ramachandran, & 
Schoorman, 1998). In their study, Burmeister-Lamp et al. (2012) found that promotion 
focused hybrid entrepreneurs allocate more time to entrepreneurial work than 
prevention focused hybrid entrepreneurs when the risk involve is high. Since time 
allocation is not an end in itself, the current study goes a step further to examine 
performance in entrepreneurial work. In essence, this study goes beyond what 
influences the choice of being hybrid entrepreneurship and time allocation (Cooper, 
Ramachandran, & Schoorman, 1998) to what influences hybrid entrepreneurs’ 
entrepreneurial performance.
Second, the study provides an explanation for how regulatory focus affects 
performance in entrepreneurial work. Specifically, the study’s results reveal that 
entrepreneurial engagement provides the mechanism through which hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus affects performance in entrepreneurial work (Rich et 
al., 2010; Saks, 2006).Thus, entrepreneurial engagement explains the effect of 
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regulatory focus on performance in entrepreneurial work. This extends the regulatory 
focus theory (Brockner et al., 2004; Higgins, 1998) by specifically providing 
explanatory means through which promotion focus and prevention focus affect 
entrepreneurial outcomes. Consistent with Kahn's (1990) theory, entrepreneurial 
engagement represents the immersion of one’s self in his or her entrepreneurial work. 
Thus, entrepreneurial engagement provides a comprehensive mechanism for 
explaining the means through which regulatory focus affects performance in 
entrepreneurial work (Rich et al., 2010).
Third, working in a dual role is a defining characteristic of hybrid 
entrepreneurship. Hence, while regulatory focus is a trait, there is a high likelihood 
that the dual role situation may affect hybrid entrepreneurs’ dispositions. By taking a 
cross-role perspective, the study’s findings reveal the intriguing moderating role of 
WE enrichment. The negative relationship between prevention focus and 
entrepreneurial engagement weakens when WE enrichment is high (Carlson et al., 
2011; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006) as well as the negative indirect relationships 
between prevention focus and the three types of entrepreneurial performance through 
entrepreneurial engagement. Additionally, the positive relationship between 
promotion focus and entrepreneurial engagement strengthens when WE enrichment is 
high as well as the positive indirect relationships between promotion focus and the 
three types of entrepreneurial performance through entrepreneurial engagement 
(Hayes, 2015). This extends the person-context interaction perspective (Buss, 1981; 
Harari, Thompson, & Viswesvaran, 2018). That is, while regulatory focus as a trait 
can influence entrepreneurial behavior, situational variables can affect the direction of 
this influence. This assertion is consistent with the regulatory fit theory (Higgins, 
2000), which occurs when a situation amplifies regulatory focus’ effect. In the current 
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study, wage work of hybrid entrepreneurs provided a congruent situation for their 
regulatory focus. That is, the wage work provides regulatory fit (Higgins, 2000) for 
promotion focused hybrid entrepreneurs who are able to transfer skills and resources 
to their entrepreneurial work. This provides a “feel good” factor that makes hybrid 
entrepreneurs content with their entrepreneurial engagement. The feel-good factor will 
make them continue with their eagerness means of goal pursuit in their entrepreneurial 
work. On the other hand, there will be no regulatory fit for prevention focused hybrid 
entrepreneurs. This will make them change their approach to goal pursuit in their 
entrepreneurial work from vigilance to eagerness approach.
Fourth, the current study extends the dual role and boundaryless career literatures. 
We live in a world where individuals increasingly engage in more than one career/roles. 
However, the preponderance of dual role studies has mostly been in the work-family 
context (Zhang, et al., 2012; Michel & Clark, 2009). These studies have found that 
while two roles may be conflicting, they may be enriching as well. That is, while 
family may conflict with work, family in many ways can as well enrich work. I extend 
this argument from the work-family context to wage work-entrepreneurship work 
context. I theorize and found that wage work can enrich entrepreneurial work if hybrid 
entrepreneurs learn and transfer some wage work skills. Similarly, the current study 
extends the boundaryless career literature (Arthur, & Rousseau, 2001). The 
boundaryless career emphasizes that employees may have opportunities that go 
beyond any single organization (Arthur, Khapova, & Wilderom, 2005). Thus, 
employees can get opportunities outside of the current employer. While this may help 
both the firm and the employee learn and acquire some new skills, boundaryless career 
literature does not explicitly capture entrepreneurship as a career opportunity for 
employees. Employees’ competencies may develop to the extent where they can create 
96 
 
 
a venture even when they are still employees. This study extends the boundaryless 
theory to include entrepreneurship as another career opportunity for employees.
???????????????????????
The current model may have implications for hybrid entrepreneurs. First, 
considering that hybrid entrepreneurs are involved in two work role activities, which 
may come with its own challenges, the model suggests that hybrid entrepreneurs who 
can make time to engage in their entrepreneurial work achieve higher performance. 
While the effect of engagement on performance may be intuitive, what is noteworthy 
is the type of performance that entrepreneurial engagement influences. The current 
model shows that engaged hybrid entrepreneurs are able to deal effectively, take on 
roles and to respond constructively to changes in the way their venture operates. 
Besides, they are able to make constructive suggestions and come up with improving 
methods to make their venture more effective. 
The study also reveals that hybrid entrepreneurs who are promotion focused are 
more likely to perform better than those who are prevention focused. This finding has 
implication for hybrid entrepreneurs. Knowing their regulatory focus tendencies, 
hybrid entrepreneurs can capitalize on it to make gains. For instance, hybrid 
entrepreneurs who know they have prevention focus tendencies can take the best 
action for their venture to succeed. One such action is surrounding themselves with 
more promotion focused individuals and partners when the hybrid entrepreneurs have 
prevention focus tendencies (Gamache et al., 2015). Additionally, those with 
promotion focus tendencies can take advantage of their promotion focused behaviors 
to make their venture succeed.
Again, the findings show that for hybrid entrepreneurs who accumulate a lot of 
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transferable skills from their wage work, there is a high chance of entrepreneurial 
success as a result of high engagement. This implies that for a hybrid entrepreneur to 
benefit from such transferable skills they must establish firms that have some aspects 
in common with their wage work. This is especially true for prevention focused 
entrepreneurs. This is because the relationship between prevention focus and 
entrepreneurial engagement is negative. While the relationship is negative, the study 
reveals that hybrid entrepreneurs who benefit from transferable skills from their wage 
work are able to reduce the negative effects of prevention focus on entrepreneurial 
engagement and performance. On the other hand, the positive impact of promotion 
focus on entrepreneurial engagement is strengthened when there are transferable skills 
from wage work. In sum, hybrid entrepreneurs will benefit greatly when they have 
entrepreneurial work that can benefit from their wage work.
The study has implication for partners and investors as well. For business partners, 
having a hybrid entrepreneur who has promotion focus tendencies might make their 
entrepreneurial work easier. Also, having an engaged hybrid entrepreneur can lead to 
a successful venture. Similarly, an investor who invests in an entrepreneurial work can 
rely on this study to look for an engaged hybrid entrepreneur. It may also be good for 
an investor or a partner to look for a hybrid entrepreneur who has a high likelihood of 
gaining transferable skills from their wage work as that strengthens and weakens 
promotion focus and prevention focus effects respectively.  
???????????????????????????????????????????
The model of the current study was tested with data from two different sources, 
from the focal hybrid entrepreneurs themselves and their partners. This approach 
reduces the influence of common method variance in the study (Podsakoff, 
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MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Besides, I used structural equation method to test the 
model, which allows all hypothesized relationships to be tested in one model. Even 
though I believe this study contributes a great deal to the entrepreneurship literature, 
the study has some limitations. 
First, this study acutely focused on performance in entrepreneurial work. 
Considering that hybrid entrepreneurs undertake two jobs (Folta et al., 2010; Raffiee 
& Feng, 2014), it will be helpful if future research can examine the impact of hybrid 
entrepreneurs’ regulatory foci on both the wage work and venture work outcomes. 
Similarly, I only examined entrepreneurial engagement. This is a limitation of the 
current study considering that hybrid entrepreneurs have two role to perform and both 
roles require a certain level of engagement for successful role performance. Therefore, 
it will be interesting if future research can simultaneously examine both wage work 
and entrepreneurial engagements.
Second, research in dual role context has emphasized the likelihood of role 
demands being made on individuals involved in more than one role. Such role 
demands have often come in the form of time and role conflicts (Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 
1991; Naylor, Pritchard, & Ilgen, 2013). While role and time conflicts have received 
a lot of attention, the preponderance of studies has been in the context of work-
family/family-work domains (Li, Bagger, & Cropanzano, 2017; Goh, Ilies, & Wilson, 
2015; Casper, Eby, Bordeaux, Lockwood, & Lambert, 2007). Even though hybrid 
entrepreneurship is a dual role phenomenon by its nature (Folta et al., 2010), how the 
two roles conflict each other is yet to be examined. Hence, it will be helpful for future 
research to examine how wage work and entrepreneurial work conflict each other.
Third, I used a cross-sectional approach in the current study, which may lend 
itself to reverse causality (Kao, Spitzmueller, Cigularov, & Wu, 2016). Future research 
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can address this by adopting a longitudinal approach. Fourth, I conceptualized and 
measured entrepreneurial performance as a behavior. Hence, this study is limited 
regarding its generalizability to objective measures of entrepreneurial performance. 
Objective measures of performance such as productivity, amount of sales or quality of 
service can be measured in future studies.
In sum, even with these possible limitations, the results revealed that hybrid 
entrepreneurs who are promotion focus engage more. Further to this, the results 
indicated that the positive effect of promotion focus on all three types of performances 
via entrepreneurial engagement was strengthened for all hybrid entrepreneurs who 
reported high WE enrichment. Thus, hybrid entrepreneurs having ventures that relate 
to their paid jobs stand to benefit immensely. I hope that this study provides a stepping-
stone for future research and theorization about hybrids entrepreneurs’ performance 
and behaviors.
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?
???????????
?????????
*All scales were rated on seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 
agree)
?
????????????????
1. I take chances at work to maximize my goals for entrepreneurial advancement.
2. I tend to take risks at my wage work in order to achieve entrepreneurial success.
3. If I had an opportunity to participate on a high-risk, high-reward project on my wage 
work, I would definitely take it. 
4. If my wage work does not allow for entrepreneurial advancement, I would likely 
quit this job.
5. A chance to grow my own business is an important factor for me when looking for 
an employment job.
6. I focus on accomplishing job tasks in my wage work that will further my 
entrepreneurial advancement.
7. I spend a great deal of time envisioning how to fulfill my entrepreneurial aspirations.
8. My work priorities are impacted by a clear picture of an entrepreneur I aspire to be. 
9. At my wage work, I am motivated by my hopes and aspirations to be an entrepreneur.
?????????????????
1. I concentrate on completing my wage work tasks correctly to increase my job 
security.
2. At my wage work, I focus my attention on completing my assigned responsibilities.
3. Fulfilling my wage work duties is very important to me.
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4. At my wage work, I strive to live up to the responsibilities and duties given to me 
by others.
5. At my wage work, I am often focused on accomplishing tasks that will support my 
need for security.
6. I do everything I can to avoid loss at my wage work.
7. Job security is an important factor for me in searching for employment jobs.
8. I focus my attention on avoiding failure at my wage work.
9. I am very careful to avoid exposing myself to potential losses at my wage work.
?
???????????????????????????
1. Overall, I’m satisfied with my business even though I also work as an employee.
2. I feel a sense of commitment to my business regardless of my wage work.
3. I work as an employee but I still take an active interest in what happens in my 
business.
4. Overall, I would recommend the job I do in my business as a great job even though 
I also work as an employee.
5. I work as an employee but I feel inspired to go the extra mile to help my business 
succeed.
6. I look for ways to do my venturing even whiles on my wage work.
??????????????
My involvement in wage work ———————.
1. Helps me to gain knowledge and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
2. Helps me acquire skills and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
3. Helps me expand my knowledge of new things and this helps me be a better 
entrepreneur.
4. Puts me in a good mood and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
5. Makes me feel happy and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
6. Makes me cheerful and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
7. Requires me to avoid wasting time at my wage work and this helps me be a better 
entrepreneur.
8. Encourages me to use my work time in a focused manner and this helps me be a 
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better entrepreneur.
9. Causes me to be more focused at work and this helps me be a better entrepreneur.
???????????????????????
1. He/she carries out the core parts of this business well.
2. He/she completes the core tasks required by this business well using the standard 
procedures.
3. He/she ensures his/her part of work in this business were completed properly.
?????????????????????
1. He/she has dealt effectively with changes affecting this business (e.g., Stock 
problems).
2. He/she has learnt new skills or taken on new roles to cope with changes in this 
business (eg. Low patronage).
3. He/she always responds constructively to changes in the way this business operates.
?????????????????????
1. He/she often suggests ways to make this business more effective.
2. He/she often develops new and improved methods to help this business perform 
better.
3. He/she often improves the way this business does things.
???????????????????????
1. I am willing to take risks.
2. I tend to take my chances, even when I run the risk of bearing a considerable 
loss.
3. I realize new things deliberately.
4. When I discover opportunities, I bring them to fruition.
?????????? ?????????
1. Describe the reasons why you are having a business of your own even though you 
are an employee.
2. Can you please describe some of the skills and knowledge you are able to transfer 
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from your wage work to your entrepreneurial work? Do you also transfer some skills 
from your entrepreneurship work to your wage work? 
3. To what extent are you willing to become a fulltime entrepreneur? Can you describe 
some of the measures you are putting in place to become a fulltime entrepreneur?
